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FOREWORD

Among the major issues facing this nation in the years ahead is how
adequately and effectively we will use our resources to meet the social
and human needs of our society and of our people. Even as we ap-
proach the 200th anniversary of our independence, poverty, hunger,
substandard housing, inadequate health care, poor ediication, preju-
dice and discrimination are pervasive preblems plaguing every region
of the country.

One of the chief I)roblems confrouting public education is the need
for greater financial resources. Althoug% many small cities and rural
couniies face grave problems with regard to suppor.ng public educa-
tion, the financial crisis in urban areas is particularly acute.

As the Select Committee has delved into the problems related to
equal educational opportunity, the economies of public education has
clearly arisen as a critical factor. Not only do we need to find new
ways to finance public education, we must also explore ways to use
cxisting funds more wisely. We mist know more abont how money is
being presently s{l)cnt. in what areus and what effects and impact these
investments are having in terms of equcational outcome for students,

Yederal Aid to Public Education: Who Benefits? is o study which
ad-dresses itself to just these questicns. The study, which was pre-
pared by the Policy Institute of the Sy acuse University Research
Corporation and the Maxwell Graduate School of Citizenship and
Public Affairs of Syracuse University, under the direction olf Ste-
phen K. Bailey, Alan K. Campbell, Joel S. Berke and Seymour
Sacks, examines the effect of federal dollars for education in iive
industrialized states and raises important questions about tke way
we finance our public schools. This study is reproduced her2 because
it has important implications for all of us who are concerned and
committed to the prospect of achieving equal educational opportunity
for all of America’s children.

WarLter F. MoxDALE,
Chairman, Sclect Commitice on Equal Educational Opportunity.

tain
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Preface

This study had its origins in the winter of 1968-69 when
John W. Cardner, then Chairman of the Kational Urban Coalition,
began to speculate on the degree to which federal education pregrams
were assisting schvol systems {n the urban areas of the nation.

As he sought an answer to this question, he rapidly Yecame aware

that information was simply umavailable on who was benefiting

from federal educational support. At his urgiog, his deputy, James A.
Kelly, began discunsions with Stephen K. Bailey, Chairman of the
Policy Institute of the Syracuse Univercity Researcn Corporation

ar.d Alan K. Campbell, Dean of the Maxwell Graduate School of
Citizenship and Public Affairs of Syracuse Univirsity. Together

they spproachtied the Ford Foundstion for s grant to launch a
substantial study of fedcral afd to education.

The purposes of that study were three: first to determine
the patterns of allocction of aid, i.e. who was benefiting, second to
study the decision-maXing procesies that determined those patterns of
distribution, and third to recommend changes in 8{d formulas and
administrative practices that would assure that federal ald to education
vent where it was most badly needed. 1In June of 1967 the project was
funded by the Ford Foundation, and resesrchers went into the field
to begin the task of sssemdbling data on the pattern of allocation of
federal afd to education.

While this is the project's firet report on the patterns

(vii)
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of allocation of federal aid, earlicr versions of our study of

the fiscal proviems facing urban schools (Chapter IT of this

report) Lave sppeared in two places: "The Financial Crisis of

the Urban Schools” in Riles, Wilson C. The Urban Education Task
Force Report, New York: Preeger Publishers, 1970 and "The Impazt
of Present Patterns of Funding Education for Urvan Schools" 4n

A Time For Priorities: Financing the Schools for the 10's, Washing-
ton, B, C. ¥ationel Education 2ssociation, 1970.

In the eighteen months that this project has been under-
way, the aythors have accumulated &an jmpressive debi of gratitude.
To some extent, the 1ist of research staff that follows this
preface is an attempt Lo recognize the assipiance we have recedved.
But thiore sre people rentioned there who deserve special acknow-=
ledgment and otheTs whose nemes do DOUL appesr at all.

In every stute cepital thet we vigited there are officials
frow the Superintrndents of Instruction to clerks in the financial
bureusus Who gave us strategic help in 1oceting the information we
needed. In particulsr, the cooperation of Jotn Polley of the
New York State Department of Zducation must be acknowledged. At
the U. S. Office of Education Carol Hobeon of the Natjopal Center
for Educatiopal Statistics was most cordial and helpful. Eugene
McLoone, formerly of the U. S, Office of Education and the Natjoral
Education Associmtion and mov of the University of Marylmnd
provided jpvaluable insight into the potential and problems in

educational finsnce data, John Callshan formerly with the Maxwell
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School and now with the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental
Relations provided indispensable help 1o assembling materials on
which chapter two is based. Donna Shalala of CUNY helped with the
enalysis ard preparation of the first draft of the report.

Several members of our own staff gave their time and
thelr energies much mcre generously than we had any right to expect.
Bill Wilken celated snd progsemmed data, developed tables, and
conducted statistical analyses from September 1969 until May of 1970,
To our colleagues who assisted in the final weeks of manuscript
preparation -- c¢riticizing both tne substance and the style of our
early efforts and helping with all details of publication -- we
are especially indebted. They are Bobert Goettei, Paul Irwin,
Jerry Caldercne, Susen Ven Wiggeren, and our editor Dorothy Sickels.
To Pat Iacuonz who patiently and accurately typed the hundreds of
pages of intricate tables in the Statistical Workbook, we are
indeed apprecintive. Most of all, our thanks go % Kathleen
Kennedy, project secretary, who relieved us of a substantial share
of the administrative load connected with the project and typed
succeeding drafts of tuis repert with peverfailing good humor.

Without the help of the people namad above and on the
following page, this report could not have been completed. The authors,
however, assume full responsibility for the accuracy of the data and

the soundness of the analysis that follows.

JSB
Syracuse, New York SKB
AKC
January 1971 ss

spor4d 0 .75 -2
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CHAPTER I

TNTRODUCTIOR

Federal ald to education has probably stimulated more
controversy per dollar than has any other domestic aid program. Over
its long history, debates o er federal support for education have
pinched the most sensitive nerves of the Americen body politic, the
perves of religlon, race, and states rights. Frequently, those
debates have been couched in terms of educational finance.

As this is written, the issue of religion is surfacing
once again as financially imperiled parochial school systems search
for sources of additional financial support. Dabates over the effectis
of race and federalism on educatlon currently rage at even greater
intensity, raising questions about the appropriate mix of national
goels and state-local prerogatives. Specifically, the discussion often
turns to the juestion of general (block) grants versus categorical
educational aid. Increasingly, tou, both the objectives and effect-
iveness of federal revenue support for education are coming under
profound and critical scrutiny. These include education of childreu
of lov-i-come families, general s{d for school districts "impacted"
by federal facilities and by children of federal employees, support
for upgrading curriculum offerings, guidance services, library
materinls, and vocational educatfon. XNew national prioriti{es, such

a8 assistance Lo hard pressed urdan education systems, are emerging

(1)
1;
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to compete with established policies. Trrough congressional debates
and hearings, executive branch meetings and task forces, Presidential
vetoes, messages, and commissions, the goels of the federsl govern-
ment in education are being actively and explicitly re-evaluated.

Unfortunately, these debates and discussions are handicapped
by critical gaps in knowledge. At present there is a deplorable
paucity of useful information available to enyone -- public official,
researcher, educator, or interested citizon -- wlio seeks to under-
stand the fiscal impact of the federal contribution to educaticaal
finance.

The frustration of 8 recent palel of academic experts and
top education officials, the Urban Education Task Force of the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare is symptomatic: “The
difficulties encountered by the committee and others in focusing
attention on the mggregate impact of federal aid on & particular
type of local district, say urban districts, underscores the presently
fragmented patterns of thinking sbout federal aid to education.
Federal policy toward a& particular dustrict is prirarily a function
of the relative distribution of federal dollars; today, we discuss
future policy without really knowing what present policy is.”*

Our report presents a systematic evaluation of the role that
federal funds are playing in the total local-state-federal complex of
educationa) finance. The basic §ssue for investigation §s this: what

is the impact of federal aid to educatious on the finances of -:lementary

]
See Appendix A for a fuller dircussion.
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and secondary schools? More specifically, we sougiit answers to these
questions:
Are there distinctlive problems of educational firance in
urban - reas?®
Is there a bias in aid that favors ceatral city, suburdan,
or rural arcas?
Does that bhias, if any, differ among various aid programs?
Are school districts with lcwer capacities to finance
education being alded more or less than richer districts?
Are districts with greatzr snd more expensive eiucational
needs receiving more federal sid than those whose needs sre
less severe?
What has been the trend over the last few years in the
distribution of federal aidi
What outstanding admini.*rative prodlems dilute the impact
of federal programsf
2nd most important of all, is federal assistance consistent
with the prorlems facing public education?
Our conclusions based on those questions are found in the
text, the tatles, ani mppendices of the following caapters of this

report. It may be useful, bowever, to indicate at this pvint some of

¥A note on terminology: The terms "urban" or "urbanized”
ere used to refer to cities and older, more densely populated suburos
that have many character{stics 1rn common with cenwvial citiea. The
term "zetropolitan” refers to s Standard Metropolitan Statistical
Area (SMSA) as defiued by the Cersus Bureau. We use the term "central
city™ {CC) to denote the core city of SMSA. "Outsids centred city” (0CC),
"outlying aress,” and "suburbs" all refer to the rerainder of the
SMSA, We designate all aress outside SMSAs as "ncm-metropoliten” or
"rural.”

13



our raJor findings.

First, in the most urbanized areas of the nation we found a
unique crisis ir educational finance caused by a general deterioration
in their fiscal situation combined with higher demands and costs --
for educaiion and other public services -- than exist in neighboring
comminities. Yet the school districts that ~eceived the mest federal
aid per pupil were not in urban but in rural areas. Within the
metropolitan aresns central cities recelved proportionately more total
federal assistance than their subwrbds, but the amounts received were
far too small to mske up for the suburban advantage in local wealth
and state sssistence. Patterns of individual programs, however,
varied immensely and often defied consistent explanation. In & number
of important casea, however, as !n ESEA 11 and III, Vorational Education,
and NDEA 1II (described on pages 10 8nd 11), major cities have received
even less aid than should have been allotted to them in view of their
proportion of the state's student population.

Second, with regard to the relationship of federal aid to
dists let capacity to support education, we found that there was no
importent compensating effect. While districts with lower income
tended to get 8lightly more aid on the vhole than those wiin bhigher

income, there was no such compensatory relationship with asseosed

property valuation, the most common source of revemue for local schonl
support.

Third, one important measore of educational need I8 the
proportion of poor and minority gioup pupils in & district. Kere,

because of the impact of Title I (see page 10}, we found that federal

O
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aid is significantly related to educational need, Districi: with
lower income and higher proportions of non-white pupils receivad more
aid than those with lower proportions «f such pupils. Unfortunately,
the magnitude ¢f assiciance was meager in proportion to the immensely
costly task of elucation for the p-o: and culturally deprived.

Fourth, over thte four-y.sr ;eriod of our study, amounts of
a1d received by individial s..o0l éistricts varied markedly and
erratically, Furthermore, during the last year studied,
almost half of the districts in metropolitan areas reported an actual
decrease in per pupil smounts of aid.

Fifth, elthough questions of program administraticn and
design are a part of a later phase of this study, we did think it use-
ol to comment on some outstanding prodlems at this point. LUSEA
money, for example, has largely gone for s variety of special and
ancillary programa and has not been utilized to improve the central
rortion o ' the currfculum presented to d}sadvutnged children. The
failure to concentrate funds on the students most ia need of compensatory
educatf{on has frequently resulted in a superficiml veneer of frag-
mented programs Or nev equipment, rather then in an integrated, high
impact intervention to achieve majJor educativnal change. Dilution of
the izvect of federal afd has also come about through the improper but
videspread use of Title 1 as general aid for system-wide purposes.

Sixth snd lan%, federal aid is intended to provide

i strategically useful funds for educational purposes not otherwise

receiving adequate support. Our study suggests, however, that the

amounts of aid arc simply too small in view of the prodlems that con~

QO 38-848 O - %L ¥
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front Public education. At present, for the nation ss a whole,
federal sid constitutes less than 7 percent of public elementary and
secondary school revenues., For the five industrialized states of
our study (Cslifornis, New York, Michigan, Massachusetts, and
Texas), the proportions ranged from little over 3 percent in New
York tv 19 percent in Texas. In per pupil sdsolute terms, federal
8id averaged between $22 and $50 per pupil in those same states.
Given our findings or the threstezing fiscal crisis facing wrban
education, these mmounts sre patently insufficient to overcome the
financial problems of the urban pudlie schools.

The data, snalyses, end conclusions of this report are
contained in three chapters, This chapter gives an overview of the
study. lihe second describes the urban fiscal context In which
federal aid iB operative. The third chapter reviews the historical
develoment of federal 8id to education 1d sets forth the findings
and conclusions we have drawn 83 to the impact of federal aid.
Appendices to this report descrive: (A) the shortcomings in prezent
iaformation systems relatipg to federsl aid and educational finance,

() & more detailed description of the methodolegy of the study, and

: {C) a geries of statistical tadles which were drawn on inm developing
thls sumsary report.

In addition 0 §ts analyses and conclusions, then, the
report and ‘ts appendices present a body of organited data on federal
educational revenues and on the fiscal, socisl, and economic character
of school districts that vwill ensble other interested persons t¢ make

their own irterpretations.

ERIC
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Scope of the Study

Two relsted but separate resesrch techuiques have been
utilized {n this study. First, to analyze the fiscal context of
urban education, we heve sought to relate the financing of education
to general trends in population movement, business conditions, and
governmental fipances in thirty-seven large metropoliten areas.
Second, in order to assess the impect of federal aid to education,
we have conducted an intensive investigation of the distridution of
federal aid to a large 2ample of scheol districte in five (ndustri-

alized siates.

A. The Fiscal Context of Urban Education
Emphaeis in this analysis is placed on the social,

economic, and fiscal disparities found between central citie: and

thelr surrcunding ouburben areas in the nation's thirty-seven largest
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMCAs). The magnitude of

these disparities 4indicates that citics and their suburbun rings

B

face very different fiscal problems and have very Alfferent capacities
to desl with their prodlems.

Unfortinately, an analysis that focuses upon the rela’ion-
ship of ecucational to social, economic, and non-educationsl fiscal
developments in & sample a3 extensive e the thirty-zeven largest
SMSA's cannot st the rame time discuss individual suburban comunitiea
and their schoolc. The noocoterminality of suburdan systems
of school and non-achool government complicates comparisons.

There are ever difficulties in the case of large cities. Omly {n

ERIC
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states where school districts ere coterminous with individual
municipal areas (i.e., primarily the New England states) can fiscal
comparisons be made between central city and individual suburban
governments. Therefore, ihe study aggregates the entire suburban
component ©f individual metropolitan areas and compares that subur-
ban compooeat to its core city.

Much of the data drawn upon for this analysis was taken
from published and unpublished materials of the 1967 Census of
Governments. Population estimates were based on interim Census
and Rand McNally estimates. Personal income data were allocated to
cities and suburbs on inforuation from Sales Management and Survey
of Current Busiress.

Since there are usually a number of governments overlying
the central cities in the thirty-seven largest SMSAs, finances had
to be allocated between the citf{es and their suburbs by relative
population or tax collections, &3 appropriate. In the case of
allocating overlying governwental revenuss, central city finance
reports from the cities In question were examined to determine the
amounts ©f taxes collected within the city by these overlying

governuents.

B. The Pattern of Allocatfon of Federal Aid to Education

Research on the allocation of federal aid to educstion wss
conducted by examining 573 school districts located ir the five
urbanized states. The sample vas designed to insure tlat all larger

8chool systems were included in its coverage. It contains detter

18



then half the pupi{ls in the five states. Our data and conclusions,
therefore, are primarily applicable to the cities, suburbs, and
rural portions of these industrialized, largely metropolitan, states
where more than two-thirds of the nation reside. Although our
primary i{nterest is in those metropolitan areas, sufficient diversity
exists in our semple school districts to draw some conclusions ebout
the impact of federal aid in non-metropolitan aress as well.

Specinl emphasis in our repert {s placed upon states as
units of analysis. Most similar studies of national policy base
their analyses on samples constructed as microcosms of the nstion,
giving attentfon to regional representstiveness, but seldom seeking
to include sub-samples sccurstely representative of constituent
states. Our concern, however, is with studylng the units that make
gecisions on the mllocation of federal ald to school districts.

Sinca the federal statutes, regulations, and administrative practices
place malor respcisibility on state education depeartments for meking
those allocations, states are obvious units for such & study. Purther-
more, since we are interested in the interrelationship of local, stete,
and federal finance, our analysis must contain unite revresentative

of thege different systems of educatiornal supprrt. Since states

take distinctive approaches to raising and distriduting revenues for
their public schools, §t is appropriate to select states as analytical
units for that reason as well.

The study reports on a four-year period, bdeginning with

ERIC
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the 1965 fiscal year and continuing through the 1968 riscel yesr. The
starting point provides a baseline jJust prior to the large increase

in federal ecducation spending that came with the implementation of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The use of the three
succeeding years perzits us largely to overcome interpretive difficulties
caused by the unevenaess and bunching of federal fiscal flow in any
one year, and allows us to see trends over time. It is worth noiing,
too, that changes in the levels and purposea of federel appropristions
for elementary and secondary education have been minor in the two
fiscal years that have followed those studied, so that our dats and
conclusions remain characteristic of the present systeaz of federal

ald to educe’ion.

All federal aid for elemeatary snd secondary education
reported by the school districta in our sample were included in the
analysis. Eight major programs of aid were examined individually.
They represent more than BO percent of totml feceral revenues for
elementary and secondary education, and more than 95 percent of such
revenues actually going to school districta. (Headstart and other
OEQ programs, which account for an sdditional 15 percent of federsl
revenue for elem?ntary and secondary education, are often channeled
through poverty agencies.) The remaining i percent consists of federal
funds ususlly reported in & residual or miscellanecus category by
local districts.

The eight major programs are:

! (*) Title I of the Elementary and Secondary Education
N Act of 1965 (ESEA), financial assistance to local

educational agencies for the education of children of
lov-income families;
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(2) Title II of ESEA, school library resources, text-
Yooks, and other instructional materials;

(3} Title III of ESEA, supplementary educationsal
centers and services;

(4) Title III of the National Defense Education Act
of 1958 {NDEA), financial assistance for strengihenirz
fnstruction in science, mathematics, modern foreigr
languages, and other critical sudjJects;

(5) Title V-A of NDEA, guidance, counseling, and
testing;

(6) Vocational Education (aid for vocational education
froa al)l federal programs);

{7) School Lunch and M1k Program; and

(8) 3chool Assistance in Federally Affected Areas,

including Public Law 87h (general aid to offset

increased scheol costs related to federal employees)

and Public Law 815 {Bchool construction money for

similar purposes).

Our original intention had been to trace payments to school
districts from each federal program providing asaistasce for elemeun-
tary and eecondary education. Initial cooferences with state and
federal officials and surveys of fund reporting, bowever, quickly
demonstrated that information was unavailadble on many ¢f the sxaller
programs -- at least by any research techniques that could be under-
taken within reascnable time snd expense limits. Allotments to
states could be found, but the receipts by schoocl districts were
lumped together -- and therefore lost individually -- in such cate-
gories as "all other” or "miscellaneous cutside revenues."

Some important programs proved impossible to trace to the
district level within acceptsble ranges of accuraty and effort.

Headstart expenditures, for exaaple, vere often sllotted to prime

coutractors by the Office of Ecooomie Opportunity, and then sub-



coniracted. The final point of expenditure often went unreported,
so that actus) time Feriods and expenditures could not be ascer-
teined with sufficient precision for our purposes. In addition,
Headsvart amounts expended by public school authorities were
frequently but a rmall proportion of Headstart monles being expen-
ded within the school districts. It seeced necessary, therefore,
to omit expenditures for Headstart from our study.

One final word of cautiocn should re stated for those who
have not had experience with educational finance dats. Despite
rigorous efforts and substantial resources, we experienced enor-
mous difficulty collecting and compuaring date, even for Jurisdic-
tions 88 large as school disiricts. In our rrvey differences in
reporting among districts vithin states and among states themselves
posed constant prodlems. There are neither uniform definitions
nor coumon sourcts of educetional information. dor exsupie, methods
of counting attendance vary significantly from state to state. 1In
8 nutber of districts the category of "all other federal aid” is
larger than the coobined aid from specific tjtles, Furthermore,
even though our sources of information were the official figures
reported to state educational asgencies by local school districts,
project rescarchers uncevered a8 number of inaccuracies and
discrepancies in the "official"” figures, Collecting data on more
than 40 categories of revenues ard expenditures for 573 school
districts fcr each of four years leaves room for errc<r ¢n our part;
however, during the *welve months of enalysis and data refinement
since ‘he raw informaticn was collected in the field, the material

hes been subjected to as rigorous an attempt to assure accuracy ms

we could device,
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CHAPTER 1I

THE FISCAL CONTEXT OF URBAN EDUCATION

Raising adequate revenues for the suppor-t of education is

a threatening probtlem in a lerge proportion of the nation's school
systems. There are, of course, exceptions to this statement:
enclaves with 1igh nonresidential taxable resources relstive to the
numder of school children; wealthy suburban communities with high
levels of residential property, income, and educationsal expectations;
ard rural districts with stable or declining populations and
relatively minfmal educational demends. But in most cities, suburbs,
and rural areas, heightened demand for educational services and
salaries are running head-on into local taxpayer resistance, state
econoay drives, and & pausc in Increased federal spending. In many
aress of the country, school boards faced with fiscal crises have
regorted to pchool shutdewns, the elimination cY special projects,
snd increasing average class sizes.

' Hardest hit of all are the lrrger cities of the nation

where three I{nterecting p >nomena strike most directly. First,

because of problems common to highly urbanized areas - a declining

fiscal situation combined with steeply rising d;mands and costs

{ for education and other public gervices -~ large cities find it

more difficult than most other areas to support educational ser-

vices from thelr own tax resources. Second, sducation Jn central
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cities imposes higher costs than are found in less densely populated
places. This is true because of the compnsition of the city student
population, because of inherently higher urban cost fectors, and
because of aggrersive and effective teacher unions. Third, cities
frequently function under a:legal Tramework that {s far more restric-
tive and state aid laws which sre far less genercus than is true of
suburben and rural school districts. Together, these factors have
caused a crisis in urban educational finence. This chepter will

discuss that crisis.

Metropoliten Developments

The roots of the crisis in large city educational finance
are found ir the redistribution of population and economic activities
that has taken place in the last two decades. The shifts have not
been random. A sorting-out process hes sccurred -- leaving the poor,
undereducated, mged rnd non-vhite in the central cities and taking
heavy manufacturirg, many retsi?! establishments and other kinds of
business activities to the suburbs along with middle and upper income
fam{lier. The result is thet the tax base of citlies nas bLecome insuf-
ficient to meet the resource needs ¢f the high cust city population.

City poverty, in other words, often exists only & few miles
from substantisl sulurban wealth. This adjacent ring of relative
affluence complicates the plight of large city 6:hool districis

because cities and suburbs compete for tax dollars, for I{nstruction °
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personnel, and for the quality of their schools. .n this competition,
cities are at a marked disadvantage. This is not %o suggest that many
suburbs, particulsrly the older ones, do not share central city
problems. In fact, there are suburbs in this countiry which are
increasingly taking on central city characteristics and cousequantly
have similar resource needs. For reasons already given, however, our
data on SMSAs were dichotomized §into central zity and outside central
city, and the statistical analyses were performed accordingly. Yet
because the data on guburbs ave diluted and distorted by the
urbanized areas they rontajn, all cowparisons hetween city and suburbs
understate the real plight of urban areas. The following statistics

expres? only in part the eiark fiscal situation in urdban America.

A. BSocial, Economic, and Fiscel Trends

Popule.icn grov . in larg® citf{es has nearly cessed in
recent years, while thoir suturb. arc enjoyirg a dynemic rate of
increase: betveen 1960 and 1967, core cities in the nution's
thirty-seven largest SMSAs grew by only 3.8 percent, while their
suturbs increased by 17.6 percent. Despite this slover city growth --
and in scme cases the totml ahsence of giowth -- population Aensities
in the cities continued to exceed those in the su‘burbs fifteen to
tventy times over.

Within these diffecentisl grovih ratea.lie marked
differences in the characteristics of the metropolilsn populstion.
Crotral citY black population, for exsmple, has risen to 21 percent
according to Jatest Cepsus Bureau estimates, vhile surrounding areas

have remained fairly stadle at 5 percent. According to two rernent
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surveys, incone a{fferences also are extreme, with central city
average family jncome running more than $1500 to $2000 behind
suburben incomeg. stgnificantly higher proportions of poor families
and signitficantly lower proportions of femilies in more comfortadle
sirsumstences live within rather than outsige core cities,

Economic activity shovs & sirilar picture OF centrel city
aisadvantege. Between 1958 and 1967 in the 37 iergest SMSks
subarban retail sales jucreased st s real rate of 106 percent,
censral city sales by only 13 percent. These aicfering ratec of
grovih resulted in s decline in the central city share of metropoliten
retail sales from €3 percent ino 1958 to 5k percent in 1963 to
4y percent in 1967 (Table 11-1).% Other indicatoss tell ® similar
tale. Employment In ganufacturing and wholesaling 18 declining io

central cities vhile inereasing in the outlying areas.

B, Tax Bace Deterioration

One rajor cousequence of these trends for educational
finance is seen in the decreased capacity of urban communities to
ra‘se and to devote resources to the pupport of thelr schools. The
population and economic shifte noted above have combined to depress
th: income bage of centyml cities relative to their suburds and to
caise a much slover growib in the wrban property tex base, Since
tbe {ncome of its residents is & major source of public resources, the
relatively nev position of cities ea comparatively low~income areas

is & basic problen for edusational support.

—

#Tables in this chapter pegin on page 2k.

26
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More directly, however, it is the property tax base tlat
is tapped for virtually a}l locally raised revenue for education.
The traditionally higher city property .ix base has been threatened
in recent decades by a very slow rate of growth. In the sortheast,
the most recent studies siow that suburban Property values climbed
an average of three times as much &s did those of the central cities;
in the midwest, guburban property appreciation was more than six times
that in the core cities. For all sections of the nation, suburban
property growth rate was more than two and one-half times that of
the central cities.

Growth in educational expenditures has far outstripped
ttis slow rate of growth in the urban property tax base. Professors
Jemes, Kelly, and Garms documented this phenomenon in 1l large cities
Setween 1930 and 1960%. They found that per pupil educational

expenditures rose three times as fast as property values.

C. The Problem of Municipal Overburden

Taxable ‘esources are becoeirg in:reasingly gcarccr in (he
core cities than In the rest of metropolitan Amerfica. But vhat makes
tte picture even bleaker is that cities are unable to devote as large
& ghare of their resow.s to education as can suburban districta.
Cities pcssess a high-cost population and an older physical piant
which produce greater demanda for geceral government services than .
in the suburbs -- demands for greater health, public safety, sanitation,

pudblic works, transportation, public welfare, public housing, and

84, Thomas James, Jares A. Kelly, Walter I. Garms, Determirants
of Educational Expenditures in Large Cities of the United States, School
of Education, Stanford Unaiversity, Stanford, California, 1966,
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recreation services. Central cities devote nearly 65 percent of their
budgets to nor-educational services, while their outiying cormunities
devote less than Y5 percent. Put another way, core cities assign
only & .hird of their funds to ecucation, while neighboring communities
consistently spend over half of their public monies for acirools.
Cities raise sbout 30 percent less pev capite (Tedle 11-2)
for education from locsl taxes. On the other band, central city
residents tax themselves considersdly more heavily than is the case
with their subuidan counterparts; city per capita tax effort (tares
8 a percent of income) {s over L0 percent higher (Tedle IT-3) than
in surrouniing areas. In short, core cities 8pend legs per puril
than do other parts of metropoliian areas even vhile taxing them-

i selves more heavily.

Higher Urba '_Educational Costs

One &3ditional considerstion lends particular poigoancy

to tle plight of urdbsn finence: dollar for dollar, centrel cities
get less education for their expenditures than do other parts of

metropolitan areas. In other words, city education generally costs

pore per unit than does education elsevhere, There are ivo ressons
for this pheaomenon, First, the social and economic character of
the urban school Ppopulation requires an exceedingly high-cost
educaticnal program; second, many expense items in the school

budget simply cost more in the cities.
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A. Higher Costs Impcsed by the Character of Urban Enrollment
The major factor accounting for the inherently more costly
xatare of schooling in the lerge cities is the composition of the
urban school population. Eigher proport.ons of the educationally
disadveanteged, of the poor, of the handicapped, of the non-vhite,
and of immigrants are located in central cities. The speciml educa~
tionsl needs ©f these sioups require far greater educational rescurces
to enable them to achieve normal grade level perforrance. Examples
. of such expensive programs are: education for the culturelly dis-
‘ advantaged, programs for non-English speaking adults and raildren,
programs for children to whom gtsndard English s virtually s
forelgn language, adult education in generml, summer school, progrems
for the physically and emotiorally handfcapped (where expenditures
‘ per pupil are greater by a factor of % or 5 to 1) and vocational schools
35 percent more costly than acaiemic secondary schools.
The percentage of non-vhite student population (primarily
! black, Puerto Rican, and Chicanc) is snother 1ough but useful index
'{ of the need for more educational resourcez. Kon-vhite students
*‘ tend to come from homes where parents hsve lower sverage years of
<; schooling, schooling frequently scquired in inferior segregated achools.
i
A host of recent studies have demonstre*ed the importance of parenial
educationsl background to tl: quality of s student's achievement in
achool. Those studies indfcate that what ti : home does not provide,

the schools .ust make up §f educationally dfssdvantaged children are

to achieve oo & par with their moro fortunate classmates. The impli-
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cations for the cost of the school program sre clear.™

B What should be kept in mind i3 that the non-vhite child is
representec. in even larger proportioca in the schools han in the total
population of the largest cities. Fcr example, in 1965 the non-white
percentage of the general populaticn of Chicego was 28 percent, yet
the non~-vhite percentage of enrollment in public schools was 52 percent.
Similar patterns may be found in all parts of the nation. Table II-L
compares, for 1960 and 1965, the proportion of non-white public school
enrollnent. This difference in population and enrollment proportions
is a result of age distribution, family composition, and the greater
tendency of white parcnts to send their children to private and

parochlal schools.

B. Urban Cost Differeantials

In additicn to the inherently costlier nature of the urban
! school population, city sc’ must pay more for many items in
their budgets than do sci -tems {n other areas. Take for example,
instructional selaries, the largest item in any school budget. In a
study for the 1.S. Civsl Rights Commission, Professor {harles Benson
pointed out, "City costs are characterized by a 8eneral expenditure
raising phenomenon, namely, the age of their teachers. Also, for insti-
tutionel reascns, citlca tend to make primotions intercally. On both counts,

central cities tend to have school systems that are stnifed primarily

*For 8 ugseful discussion of & number of other stulies, see
Chapter III of James W. Guthrie apd others, Schools and Ineguality.
Candbridge: MIT Press, 1971 forthcoming.
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by teachers of substantial seniority. Agsin for institutionsl reasons,
teachers are pald largely on the basis of seniority. It follows “hat
central cities must pay higher salaries for ieachers." 1In the last
few years, of course, wnother factor has operated to increase instruc-
tional expeudituces in lergz cities: militant teacher unions. Through
tight organization and aggressive tactics, unfons Jn the nation's
metropclises have won substantial salsry increases and other cost-
raising benefits.

In sacition to instructional salsries, persoonel expenses
for maintenance, secretarial, and security services are also higher
in central cities as shown by Bureau of Labor Statistics reports.
Higher incidences of vandalism also play & role in pushing costs
upvard.

Land for school buildings is also more expensive ia cities.
While compariscns are complicated by the more sprawling campus-style
architecture of ron-1uban schools, the extrasrdinarily high costs
associsted with assembling even smmll plots for city schools eppears
to outweigh those in the suburbs. For example, an intensive study
of education in Michigan found that in 1967 Detroit paid an sversge
price per acre of $104,000 in contrast with approximately $6,000

per acre in surrounding school districts.

State Regu .tions and State Aid

Urtan educati.a systems, of course, are conducted +ithin a
legal framework and a financing systen that involve a large peasure
of siate participu.tion. Both atate regulations arnd state mid leave

cities et & dismdvantage relative to suburban and rural areas.
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The costs of retirement systems, for exawple, are often
assumed by state governments, but in many states the large school
districts are omitted from the state program and must bear retirement
costs primarily from local revenues. Even wvhere smaller districts
are responsible for retirement contributions, a neavier assignment
is usually charged to the large city school distriet or its overlying
government.

When we examine the impact of state aid for education, we
find that ald systems continue to bear the marks of their origins.
Educational aid formulas were designed in the first decades of the
century to compensate for disparities between the rich cities and
the poorer outlying areas. Relative fiscal positions are now reversed,
but the formulas continue to give lesser proportions of ald to cities
than to suburbs, and to give more aid to rural than to metropolitan
areas. Those conclusions have been drawn in many previous studies.

Ow project confirms these firdings. In New York, Texas, and Michigan,

metropolitan aress get anyvhere from $17.00 to $58.00 less per pupil
1 in state aid than do non-metropolitan areas. Only in California s
‘ the reverse true. Within the metropolitan aress we found that the

central cities in all states except Massachusetts get less aid than
their surrounding svburba. As Table II-5 shows, the difference cen be
considerable. Looking at 1ndividual metropolitan aress th: gap is

often larger. For instance Syracuse, New York, in 1968 received

$170.00 less per pupil than its surrounding srea in state ald. Llos
Angeles for the same year received $95.00 less. Of the five major metro-

politen areas in our stuly, only in Boston did the ceatrsl city recefve more
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gate aid then its metropolitan ares.
Data on the thirty-seven largest metropolitan areas showed
the disparities to be even greater: suburban msresas received one-third

more educational aid per capits in 1967 than did the core cities.

Sunmary

Though raising adequate revenues for education is & serious
problem in all areas of the nation, we have found that the fiscal
crisis 1s most threatening in the larger cities of the nation. The
trend in metropulitan development has left them with & less sffluent
population and 8 resource base that is failing to grow at a rate suf-
ficient to meet increasing needs. Because large urban mress have
higher pubiic service needs, & much lower proporticn of their expendl-
tures can be devoted to education than is true in suburtan areas. The
result is, of course, proportionately lower educational expenditures
in cities than i{n their environs despite higher tax efforts {n the
cities. Unfortunately these problems are compounded by the inherently
more custly nature of urden education: expenses are higher in big
cities and pupil populations there include more children in need of
expensive supplementary cducational techniques. State regulations and
state aid rather than compensating for these urban disadvantages often
act to exacerdate them. This, then, is the fiscal context for our

examination of the allocation of federal ald to education.

b
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TABLE 1I-1

Retail Sales, Deflated by General Price Incresse,
For 37 Largest Metropolitan Aress, 1958-1667

% Petail Sales in CC  $Increase (Real) in Retail Sales

{cC/sMsA) 1958-1967
Metropolitan Ares 1358 1963 1967 C gce
Northeast (s0.7) (42.6) (31.1) {-.3) (15.2)
washington, D. C. 52,15 %2.1%  32.9% 10.5% 134,8%
Baltimore 1.5 58.1 53.4 L.9 128.2
Boston 38.9 3.z 26.0 -1.4 9.2
Newark 0.0 25.8 2.2 -1k 37.1
Pattcrson-tiiftorn 36.0 23.9 2.6 .9 4.5
Buffalo 52,2 40,1 38.9 -9.9 sk.7
New York 12,9 €11 €L.8 9.7 60.2
Rochester €0.k 52,9 48.5 18.1 91.3
Fhiladelphin 51.5 L34 ko.2 6.2 65.4
Pittsburgh i71.5 3k 33.5 7.8 28.7
Providence 55.7 50,4 3.2 -36.3 15.1
Mldvest (66.0) (56.2) {(uB.8) (9.5) (127.1)
Chicage 65.3  56.9  51.5 5.3 6.6
Indjanapolis 76.8 €5.5 60,4 20.0 160.8
Detroit 51.1 L2.7 35.1 LT 86.4
Minneapolis-St. Paul 73.% 61.5 54,5 7.9 149.7
Xansas City 59.9 63.3 50.1 55.2 €4.3
8% Louis Lg.1 37.5 32.7 -1.6 76.2
Cincinnstl 6h.2 57.0 Ls5.0 L.6 129.4
Cleveland T4.0 55,8 39.6 -15.2 269.1
olumbus g0.2 65.0  6T.2 22.8 1L1.9
Dayicn £c.5 L7k 41,3 1.6 125.5
Milvsukee 731 63.1 8.4 7.4 108.3
South (74.4) (68.6) (64.5) {28.7) (108.3)
Minnl sk.9 WL 37,5 -2,5 98.2
Tampa-St. Petersburgh 75.4 66.6 €5.8 30.9 108.9
Atlanta 7.k 62.8 57.6 37.7 153.9
Toulsville 70.5 €4.0 57.5 1k.0 101.8
Nev Qrleans 79.0 71.3 65.3 21.0 141.9
Daliss 17.1 7.2 68.4 36.6 119.2
Houston 5.7 82.k T4.8 55.9 63.3
San Astenio 91.2 $0.0 89.6 36, 9.9
Wast fT4,4)  (68.6) (64.5) (28.7) (108.3)
Los Angeles-Long Peach 4.8 k1.3 39.9 22.2 75.4
San Berpardine 1% L2 NA NA KA
San Diego 6%.0 6.4 53.9 25.6 91.8
San Francisco 54,5 L.0 43k 16.3 81.6
Denver 0.5 53.9 53.3 1. 132.4
Portland 76.3  58.8  53.6 28.1 180.3
Seattle 7.7 63.5 Sk, 18.0 152.5
36 5SMSAs 63.0 5k,1 49.3 12.6 105.8

Source: John Callahan, Adrisdry Commiszsion ©n Intergovernzental Pelstions,
Metropoi{tan Disparities - A Second Peading. Bulleiin Xo. 70-1, washington,
D.C.: the Comnisslon, January, 1570. A Jofot Prolect of the ACIR ard
the SURC Polfcy Institute.
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TABLE I1I-2

Percepita Taxeas For 37 Largest Metropolitan Areas, 1966-1967

Per Capita Taxes

Total Education Bon-Education
Metropolitan Areas cc occ cc occ €c oce
Korthesst (223 (179 (62} (1esy  (15%) {79}
Washington, D. C. $3L0 $147 BA RA A KA
Baltimore 193 127 .78 HA RA L1 3
Boston 232 162 $55 $108 177 $5h
Newark 259 22u 57 128 202 $5
Paterson-Cl{fton 180 214 T4 135 106 12
Buffalo 221 112 ] 55 18t 118
New York 305 255 90 139 215 115
Rochester 213 73 65 116 1hs 60
Prilsdelphia 176 139 51 85 125 5k
Pittsburgh 176 126 52 11 124 55
Providence 151 169 HA NA NA RA
Midvest (187) (145) (15) (89) (13 (s6)
Chicego 189 168 65 104 124 64
Tndianapolis 180 L1 18 98 102 L2
Detroit 170 160 50 95 119 ]
Minneapolis-St. Faul 190 175 €3 107 127 68
Kansas City 206 113 86 66 120 L7
St. Louts 203 137 71 87 132 50
Cincinnatl 193 110 10 69 nk L1
Cleveland 181 172 8 112 100 59
' Col umbus 129 146 €7 168 62 3%
¢ Dayton 211 113 107 78 11 35
Hilwvaukee 203 163 73 55 130 © 107
South (135) (104) (45) {52) (%0) (52)
Miami 157 152 62 62 135 90
Tampa-St. Fetersburgh 12 106 Ly 4k 98 62
. Atlanta 159 105 56 55 103 51
: Louisville 135 110 39 16 26 k)
. New Orleans 109 60 39 10 0 50
: Dallas 142 108 51 60 128 L8
\ Houston 122 15% 154 99 81 55
i Sas Antonio ko 34 28 11 43 23
i West (230) 113} (951 91 Q1s) (83}
i Los Angeles 250 225 100 100 150 125
i San Bernarlo-long Besch 234 202 115 93 ne 103
! San Disgo 169 177 13 87 9% 91
§ Sar Francisco 322 222 85 127 237 95
: Denver 220 154 1k 8 107 €5
! Portland 208 131 91 19 ns 52
Seattle 205 100 8s 53 115 87
Weighted everage for 37 SMSAs 219 170

Weighted average for 3% SMSAS 217 172 13 96 14k 16

' Unvefghtel averiges 1$5% 150 69 84 126 66
Source: John Callahan. Advisory Comission on Intergoverozental Relations.

Metropolitan Diwperitfes - A Se:-ond Resding. Bulletin %o. 70-1, Washington,
D.C.: the Commiasion, January, 1970. A Joizt Frojact of the ACIZ and the
SURC Policy InstStute.
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TABLE II-3

Taxes as & Perceantage of Personal Income
For 37 Largest Metropoliten Areas, 1966-156T

Llocal Taxes &3 a Percentage of Personal Income
Metropolitan Areas Central City Outside Centre™ Tity

4,88
bk

»

Northeast
Washington, b, C.
Baltlnore
Boston
Rewark
Patterson-Clifton
Buff:lo
Bew Yors
Rochester
Fhiladelphia
Fittsburgh
Providence
Midwest
Chlcago
Indianapolis
Detroit
Minneapolir-St, Paul
Kansas City
St. Louis
Cincinnati
Cleveland
Coluzmbus
Dayton
Milvaukee
South
Miami
Tamps-St. Petersdurgh
Atlanta
Louisville
New Orleacs
Daliss
Housten
San Aatonio
West
Llos Angeles-Long Beach
San Barnasdino
Dan Diego
San Frencisco
Denver
Posiland
Seattle
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Total

Source; Joho Callshan. Advisory Commission on Intergovernzental Relatfons.

Metropolitan Disparities-A Second Reading. Bulletim ¥o. 70-1. Washington,
i D.Cii  the Comfssion, January, 1970. A Joint Project of the ACIR and
the SURC Policy Institu'e.
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TABLE 1I-}4

Non-white Population and Non-white School Enrollment
For Fifteen Largest Cities: 1960 - 1565

Percent Non-white Percent Nen-white

of Total Population of School Population
City 1960 1965 1960 1965
New York 15% 18% 22% 28%
Chicago 24 28 40 52
Los Angeles 17 21 21 71
Philadelphia 27 31 L7 55
Detroit 29 3h 43 56
Baltimore 35 38 50 61
Houston 23 23 20 3h
Clevelend 29 34 LE u9
Washington 55 66 78 88
St, Louis 29 36 L9 60
Milvaukee 3 11 16 21
San Francisca 18 20 31 L3
Boston 10 13 16 26
Dallas 19 21 26 27
New Orleans 37 L1 55 €3

TABLE 1I-5

State Aid Per Pupil by Metropolitan Areas, 19€7

Diff. in
State fotal cc oce Favor 0CC
New Yora $475.20  $3%2.90 $485.88 $ 92.98
California 271.65 250.73 27b.06 23.33
Texas 206.21 183.01 210,48 27.47
Michigan 263.00 227.88 268 .41 40.53
Massachus: t- s 118,41 223.07 11k.93 -108.1%
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CHAPTER IIl

THE PATTERN CF ALLOCATION OF FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION

Federa) aid to education has s history “hat dstes from
the Northwest Ordinance of 1785. Even the modern form of assistance,
categorical programs of grants-{n-aid, bas a continuous tradition
stretching back more then fifty years to the Smith-Hughes Vocational
Educational Assistance Program of 191T. A brief overview of the
major developments in federal educational programs may b= useful at
this point,

During the Depression, federal programs to furnish inex~
rensive milk and school lunches were begun. The Second World War
brought impacted arems aid to school districts called upon to educate
influxes of children whose parents were attached to military bases
and other federal facilities. In the 1950's, spurred by the vnationa.l
traums inflicted by the Soviet launchiug of Sputnik, federal assis-
tance grew significantly through the National Pefense Education Act
aited at upgrading programs in sclience, mathematics, foreign
languages, and othsrl critical areas.

Tren in 1735 Congress passed the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) to serve two ambftfous and challenging ;d'xcutional
goals: (1) echieving equality of educational opportunity by targeting
funds for the education of children from low income families and (2)

rafsing the quality of all educatfor by supporting experimentation
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and innovation. In prograrmatic content and in level of funding,
ESEA represented a quantum jump in the federal role.

Throughout this history, federal aid has served both to
meet educational objectives and to assist school districts in tearing
the costs of the most expensive domestic governmental gervice:
elementary and secondary education. This chapter concentrates on
the second of those purposes, and analyzea the impact federal pro-
grams heve on the financing of public elementry and secondary

education in the United States.

The Concept of Equity and Federal Add

In selecting the areas of inquiry and the kind of analysis
we vould perform, the philcsophy of the authors bas played an impor-
tant part. We feel it nacegsary, therefore, to make expli~it our
belief that one of the central questiors to be asked about any
governmental service {s whether it is equitsbly diatributed. In
the case of state and local resources for educatiin, we believe
the distridution of services I8 basfcally inequitable.

The chief reason for this fnequity is that the le:2l of
erpenditures for educatfon is determined primarily by the wealth
of more than 17,000 {ndividual public schooi diatricts in the
nation, Local taxable resources, which provides more than half
the revenue for ruwning the public schools, vary immensely from
district to district. For the chfidren who live in those

districts the quality of education varies accordingly. State
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aid laws, vhich supply an additional 42 percent of school vevenues,
fril to overcome the disparities among districts and in many states
sctually reinforce them.

That the level of support devoted to one's schooling
should vary markedly depending upon where one happens to live is,
we believe, both rationally and ethically questioneble. But when
the variations in school spending are in {anverse relationship to
the incidence of the need for educational services, the inejuity
is compounded. As disc.ssed in the previous chapter, the greatest
need for edacational resources exists where the handicaps to learn-
ing are greatest, namely among the poor, the handicapped, and the
victims of prejudice and neglect. These groups tend to be concen-
trated where taxable resources are least avallable for education,
notably, highly urbanized areas and particularly the large cities
Oof the nation.

In enalyzing the pattern of federal sid to educstion,
therefore, we consider aid to be equitsbly distributed when it
tends to offset disparities among school districts in regard to
wealth (income and property valuation), when it provides assistance
to urbanized areas in proporiion to their fia~al disadvantages,
and when itsupplies proportionately more money to districts with
higher numbers of educstionally disadvantaged pupils.

Within that framevork our findings indicate that:

(1) federsl aid to education in the aggregste has only

a slight equaliting tendency at best, and that within

8 number of metropolitan areas it displays distinctly
dieequalizing characteristics;



31

(2) the degree of equalization, where it does exist,
15 uwsually too small to offset pre-existing dis-
parities esmong scheol districts, and

(3) & number of individual federal programs operate to
help the rich districts get richer.

To be more specific, we found that:

a» Xon-metropoliten areas, largely rural and small
town in charecter, tend to receive more federal
aid per pupil than do metropolitan areas.

b. While central cities get more total federal aid
than their suburbs, the amount of federel aid
is too small to offset the sudburban advantage
in local and state revenues. Suburds averaged
' $100 more per pupil in totel revenues than thelr core
cities in four of the five states in tne study.

¢. With the excertion of ESEA Title I,
federal programs frequently provide more funds
to suburban districts than to central
city districts. Large cities appear to receive
less money from Programs such as ESEA II, ESEA
11, NDEA III, and Vocational Educetion than
their proportion of the states' anrollment
would suggest.

d. Districts with lower income tend 8s a general
rule w get somewvhat more federal aid thsn
districts with higher income, but there ave
numerous glaring exceptions. With regard .o
property valuation, feleral aid shows no cquaiiz-
ing effect at all,

e. Somevhat more federal 21d goes to districts with
higher proportions of non-white studeits. How-
ever, the gmounts are not in proportion to the
magnitude of the added costs in educating the
disadvantaged.

£. During the four-year time periocd under study,
the amounts of aid received by local é&istricts
varied erratically. Almost half the metropolitan
aceas {n the sample reported an actual decrease
in revenues during the last year of the study.
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i g. ESEA I funds appear to go largely for encillary
prograns and are not utilized to imgrove the
central portion of the curriculum presented to
; disasdvantaged children. The failure to con-

: centrate funds on students most in need of
compensatory education, and the widespread but
improper use of Title I as general aid for
system-wide purposes have dtluted the effect of

that program.

h., The amounts of federal aid are simply too small
to be of anything but mparginal help to financially
imperiled educetional systems. In copparison with

: total revenues frcm all sources wnich ran from

I $475 to $1,00Q pes pupll fn the five states, we
: found total federal snd averaging

¢ only $22 to $50 per pupii, or from 3.3 percent

! to 10 percernt of average districet revenues.
These BmOUNcs &re tnedequate So face of

the massive financial problems fecing education.

i Federal Funding for Education - the National Plcture

Before we begin our discussion of the findings i{n detail,
let us briefly trace the levels of federal educational funding and their
relationship %o educational expenditures for the nation as & whole.
i The growth of federal aid to 2ducation ove™ the past thirteen years
had been both significant end erratic (Table 111-1)." Over that
entire period, aid grev nearly six-fold, from Just under $500 millfien
to $2.9 billlon. Between 1957 and 1964 federal funds almost doubled.
Th-y doubled sgain in one year, 1965-66, as & result of the passige
of ESEA. EHovever, during the last five years this overall growth

pattern sloved snd, if allovance is made for inflstion, hes actually

declined in real terms, Furthermore, a: a proporticn of total

educationel revenues, federal ald rose conslstently over a decade to
& bigh o/ & percent in 1967-65, but has since declined steadily

to 6.9 petcent in 1970-71 (Teble 11I-2).

17ables in this chspter tegin on page g,
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In any case, while the proportion of federal educational
support has not been impressive, federal ajd has exerted programmatic
or financial l2verage in certsin sreas of na.ional policY. In the
areas of vocational end agricultural education, snd more recently,
sclence and languagz instruction, federal funds have had an importeant
ispact. In some program areas such as language laboratories, federsl
funding constitutes the preponderant proportion of support. In short,
| federal aid to education provides a small but importsnt proporticn of

total educational expenditures,

Federal A{d Distribution

An understanding of the levels of federal educational funding
; provides an orientation to an analysis of the impact of federsl sid to
educat{on. Our concern, however, 1s with federal funds as they
! actually reach school districts, Tt is ouly there that the real
impact of aid programs can pe felt. Ideally, we would have 1iked to

have reported finances by individual schools, but such data are

currently unavailable, The statistics that f»llow, therefore,
have been sssembled from officiml reports of local districts to

their state sducation departments. As a result, figures for the

states of our semples (for example, the proportion of federal

aid to total revenues) may Uffer somevhat from the amounts of

federal afd reported for ststes as a whole by state education

ERIC 43

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: :



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

34

departments. For one thing, certsain direct state expenditures will
elule us. For &nother, small federal programs or those administered
by malti-distrier suthorities may go unreported by individual school
districts vhile state officisls are adle to report the state's total
allotment. Yet on talance, the most importent consideration was to
report finances &s close as pessible to the point where they are
transformed into resl educational resources {services, equipment,
and facilities), s Procedure that we have sdapted from the recent
innovation in dats collecticn, the Elementary and Secondary General

Information Survey of the United States Office of Education (UsOE).

A. Rural and Metropclitan

One of the most consistent patterns of jmpact that emerges
from our data is that school districts in non-metropolitan areas,
largely rursl and small town in character, get more federal aid per
pupil than do metropolitan areas (Tadle 111-3). 7n California,
Texss, and Michigan, non-metropolitan aress receive an average 50
percent more aid per pupil than do the metropolitan sress. The
greater importance of federsl aid in the rural areas 1s underscored
by the fact that such aid provides a consistently larger propor-
tion of educational revenues there than it does in metropolitan
school districts, New York State comes &s an exception to these

f{ndirgs because of the immense fmpact of New York City with its

44



high concentrations of families receiving welfare payments (AFD2)

and thus qualifying for large emounts of ESEA Title I funds.*

B, Central City and Suburban
Exeminaticn of aid distridution within metropolitan areas --
betvegn central cities on the one hand and their suburbs on the other -~
reveals that while core cities receive more aid than their suburbs,
: the amounts of federal aid are insufficfent to overcome the sudburban '
advantages In locally raised revenues mnd state aid. With the ex~

ception of Michigan where there i{s a small ($17.00) revenue edge

favoring central cities, suburds have an averag~ of $100 more t~ spend
per pupil than do the central cit{es {Table III-L)}.

In Massachusetts, for example, central cities receive

-

almost twice the dellar amount of federal aid per pupil as the suburis

($69 and $38), and federal ald represents 10.2 percent of all central

city revenues compared to L.8 percent in suburbs. Despite this {m-

portant difference, suburban school districts In that state still I
receive 15 percent ($104) more from all sources than do central city

districts. This pattern is repeated in lNew York and Michigan. Thus,

while central cities in three of the five states recelve more federal

aid both absolutely and proportionately than du their suburbs -- and

essentially the same amounts ir the remaining two states -- the gcnersl

picture is one in which federal sl1d has failed to close the wide gap

in revenues available to education between cities and their suturbs.

*In determining the amount of Ti{tle I aid a district is
eligible to receive, the major criterion used i{s the nunter of chll@ren
whose p&'ents receive Aid to Families with Dependent Children {AFDC).
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But these data reflect only one dimension of the problem of
raising sufficient revenues for education in cities. As we
noted in Chapter II, the higher costs of providing comparsbdle
educational services in cities compound existing disparities.

In comparison witn the non-metropolitan portions of the
five states, central cities fare less well. ©Only in New York {s
there & clear central city advantage. 1In both California and
Texas rural &reas receive considerably more federsl aid, sand in
Michigan the two areas receive virtually the same amounts. 1In
regard to total revenues for education, there is no clear pattern,
with non-metropolitan aress and central cities each leading the

other in two states.

C. Title I of ESEA

As the lsrgest federal 2id to education program, ESFA
Title I deserves special mention. In 1967, it amounted to $17.26
per pupil in the states in our sample. This amount vas almost half
(L6 percent) of the totsal federal ald received. Even more than
tutal federal aid, ESEA I has had a greater impact in rural areas
than in metropolitan centers. In 1957, non-metropolitan sreas
received B5 percent more Title I funds than did metropolitan areas
($25.50 to $13.85). This Adifference more than accounts for the
overall dieparity between federal funds to metropolitan 'nd non-

metropolitan aress.

£ b
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Within the states, Texas and New York are relatively
high in the amounts of ESFA Title I received ($18.25 and $16.27)
while the other three states received between $10 and $12.

When the distridution of ESEA I within metrcpolitan ereas
is examined, the central cities uniformly do well in relation to their
surrounding communities. The only major exceptions are Houston, Dallas
and Anaheim, which receive slightly less money per student in ESEA I

than do the outside city areas.

D, Other Major Feleral Programs

While the formula for the allocation of Title I funds works
toward equity for central cities within SMSAs, the pattern of distri-
tution of other federal education programs does not. The polnt is
illustrated by the following ex-smplf_- snd by 8 survey of the 50 largest
cities in the nation.

How & very wealthy suburb can garner substantiaslly more federal
ald than a neighboring deteriorating central city may be seen In the
case of Schenectady and Niskayuna, New York (Tebles I1I1-5 and 111-6).
Schenectady, a central clty whose depressed financial situation can be
seen most resdily in the fact that it qualifies for three times more
Title I a$d per pupil than Niskayuna, received only $60 per pupil from
all federal programs, Xiskayuna, probably the wealihiest suburt in
the area, {s able to take advantage of a sufficient range of federal

¥ grograms to receive $84 per pupil, or 140 percent the mmount of its

proportionstely poorer nefghbor. State aid acts to reinforce the

disparity, With a detericrating fiscal situation and a school rop-
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wle-ion with proportionately three times the number of disadvantaged
pupils ss its neighbor, the central clty receives $100 less per pupil
for education,

A study by the USCE examined entitlements under five federal
programs to compare the share of state sllocations going to large cities
with the share of the state's s{ud:nﬁ population in those cities. Ex-
cept for Title I of ESEA, the study found thst large cities were 1:2ceiving
less aid than their proporticnate share of the state's poprulation would
imply. In other words, not only were federal aid progrems not compensating
for the special fiscal problems of 2i{ties discussed in Chepter II; federal
aid programs were not even glving cities their proportionate share
(Teble III-T). In the 50 Jargest cities in the nztion, with 21.3 percent.
of the pupll enrollment i{n their combined 28 states and 26.h4 percent of
the disedvantaged by Title I count, their receipts by program were
15.9 percent of Vocational Educatlon funds, 16.2 percent of NDEA Title IIl
(instructionsl equipwent), 18,1 percent of ESEA II (textbooks and library
resources), and 20.5 percent of ESEA Title I1I (supplemental services
end centers). Only under ESEA I did the 50 cities recelve funds equal
to thelr percentege of state's student population.

The 25 largest cities of the nation received $280 million
for the 6 major educatfon programs. Ww{%h 12 percert of the enrollments
in their states, this represented 1k.7 percent of the state's federal

aid, but only 10.4 percent of ald other then Title I,

Federal Aid and the Capacity to Support Educstion

This section will exemine the relationship cof federal

aid to sorme indicators of district capacity to support education:
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median famlly income, staste equalized property valuation, state

aid, and total revenues for education.

A. Federal Aid and Median Family Income
Let us look first at the relationship of federal aid to
average income among school districts within each of the five
. states. When siwmple correlation ccefficients are computed, we

find an inverse relationship (signified by the negative values in

Correlations of Revenue from Major Federal
Programs with Median Family Income
in Districts of Metropnlitan Areas

‘ California New York Texas Michigan Massachusetts

-.27 -.31 -.67 -7 -.30

the tadble) in every state in the sample, inditating that where income
is lower, federsl aid is higher. A perfectly I{nverse relationship
would have a -1.00 coefficient, so §{t is clear that ounly in Texas
(-.67) 48 the relationship a particulsrly stroog one.

We have looked more intensively into the income -aid rela-

tionship in the largest metropolitan srea of each ©of the five states.
As Tabdble 11I-8 snows, in ali states except Massachusetits the
wealthiest suburban districts received the least federei aid per

pupll and the poorest districts got themcst when central cities
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were not considered. However, if we loock for a consistently equalizing
effect the results are disappointing. In Houston and Detroit, for
exanple, districts with moderately high family incomes get more

federal afd than districts with moderately low income.

Even where the pattern is an equalizing one, it is fre-
quently very mild in fts effects. In the Boston metropolitan ares,
for instance, the wealthiest districts receive $29.00 {o federal
eid per pupil while the poorest receive $33.00, a difference of
only $4.00 despite a nearly 50 percent differentisl in their average
incoms levels.

Glering examples of disequ.lication are found in each of
the large metropolitan areas. Beverly Hills, the richest district
in the Los Angeles area with a 1960 median family income of just
under $12,000, received $17.00 per pupil in federal aid. The
Hudson district, with about $6,700 in median family {ncome,received
ouly $14.00. In Msssachusetts, Quincy (average income $6,800),
which qualifies for large amounts of Tmpacted Aress (PL 87L) aid,
received $123.00 per pupll in federal money whereas Salem, with
average income of under $6,000, received only $9.00 and Melden,
with average income of $6,200, received only $18.00 in federal aid.
In each »f the cases mentioned sbove, the richer districts spend
twvice as much money from all scurces per pupil than do the poorer
districts. ’

Core cities received nore federml ald than any other

districts in three of the states, more than their low income
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positions alone would suggest. This phenomenorn is probably the
result of the high proportion of welfare (AFDC} families residing
in central cities. Yet even in thozse states where a relatively
high amount of federal aid goes to the cities, the amount those
cities spend per pupil from all revenue sources is consistently
among the very lowest of the distrlcts within the metropolitan area.

When individual federal ald crograms are examined, even
the mild overall equalization effect disappears except for Title I
of ESEA. Taking one random district from each of the categories
of median famlly iucome in the New York metropolitan areas, we
find that the patteru of dfstridbution of individual programs
defies simple explanetion (Table III-9 ).

Without ESEA I, totals of federal aid display &an es-
sentially disequalizing tendency. With the exception of Bellport,
richer districts get more money than do poorer ones. Individually,
ESEA II and Lunch and Milk money are fairly evenly distributed
among dfstricts. Other programs have no ascertainable relation-

ship to median family income.

e, mov e

i
g B. Federal Aid and the Property Tax Base
i The concept of equalitation has tradit{snally teen 1inked
i to the size of the real property tax dase of school districts. The
] vceven Jocation of real property has lcng been seen 89 a major cause
: of inequality in the educatlonal opportunities provided in differeat
3
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compunities. To cvercome these disparities, equalization formulas
for the distribution of state educational ald typically allocate
funds , to some grester or l.sser degree , in fiverse proportion to
the 2evel of p.operty value per pupil. Aid ceillngs, floors, and
sharing rsticos, however, often serve to defeat the nominal purpcses
of such programs. In addition, while property value may serve &s
a realistic yardstick of comparertive fiscal ability among the
relatively cc.carable tchool dlistricts of the suburban and rural
arzas, students of public finance question its usefulness in
neasuring the entirely different fiscal position of large cities
and highly wbanized areas. There, as we showed in Chapter II,

the greal>r service needs Of an urban population place a far higher
demsnd upoa the property tax base than is the case in less densely
populated areas. Proportionstely less locally raised revenue cen,
therefore, be devoted to education in the large cities than in the

suburban and rural aress on an equal amount of taxable property.

Correlations of Revenue from MajJor Federal
Programs with State Equalired Froperty
vValuation in Districts of Metropolitan Areas

California New York Texas Michigan Massachuset ts

-.18 -.03 -.2 .22 . 1
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Given the shortcoming of valustion as & universal measure
of capacity, it is still interesting to note whether federal sid
offsets district property tax basse dispsrities. The simple answer
15 that it does not. Correlation coefficients display no eignif-
icant relationships. While four out of the five states do shov

en inverse relstionship (federal aid ie higher where valuation Is
lower) the vmlues are so low a3 to be meaningless. In one state
N the relationship is even reversed: in Michigan, ss we saw, more
federal aid goes to districts that are richer.
In the five major metropolitan aress, federal ald has at
H best & neutral and at worst & disequalizing impact. Leaving central
: cities aside, in many instances the wealthier districts do bettoar
than other categories of suburbdan districts in garnering federal
ald, In the New York, Houston, Detroit, and Boston areas more aid
goes to the wealthiest categoiy than to the poorest, and in the
metropolitan aress of New York and Detroit, the richest growp of

districts outside the core cities receives more eid than any other

category (Table I1I-10).

C. Federal Ald snd State and local Revenues

' The relationship betveen federal and state aid 1s of
grest interest, 5Some cbeervers have vieved federal aid ss comple-
mentary to state aid, others 88 & measure to offset and redirect

state priorities ard pstterns. Our results provide little support

ERIC | -

1)
' od
L




44

for either view ; correlation coefficients showed virtually a random
relationship except in Texas where there was a slight (.29) cor-

relation with state aid patterns.

Correlations of Federal Recvenue with State Aid to
School Districts in Metropolitan Aceas

California New York Texas Michigan Massachusetts

.07 ' -.18 .29 -.08 .06

The effect of federal aid when compared to local revenue

is somewhat similar. Although the correlations are all negative,

the degree of correlation is of an inconsequeniisl order in all states
except Texas, thus irdicating that federal ajd assists dis-

tricts with less revenue for education &% much as districts with

! greater funds for their schools.

Federal Aid and Non-Wbite Enrollment

One measure of & district's educational resources is, as
discussed in Chepter 1I, the proportion of educatfonally disadvantaged
students in the scuools of the system. As & proxy for such data,

we have taken the district's proportion of non-vhite students. We
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find that the flow of federal aid is significantly related to the
proportion of non-white {primarily black, Puerto Rican, and Chicano)
students in & school district. Tnis relationship emerges from the cor-
relation coefficients, which show & consistent positive relationship,
The higher the proportion of non-white students, the more federal

aid a district tends to receive. While the strength of the correla-
tion is only of moderate povwer, collectively they are the strongest

relationships that emerged from the varisbles tested.

Correlation of Revenue from Major Federal
Programs with Proportion of Non-white
Students in Metropolitan School Districts

California New York Texss Michigan Massachusetts
.33 <31 21 .54 43

To iliustrate the phenomenon in more detail, we have com-
pared the districts in the New York metropolitan area that have more
thao 15 percent nou-white school populations with the averege of
their ipcome quartiles., With the exception of one rather high income

district in which rapid black Smmigration has been & very recent

00



characteristic, districts with large black pupil proportions receive
far more federal aid than do other districts of comparable income.
Title I of ESEA is the primary source of these higher revenwes (Table III-11),
Offsetting the higher costs of education for the
disadvantaged is an important form of equalization. Since non-white
populations tend to have a significantly higher proportion of educa-
tionally disadvantaged pupils, this patiern of greater amounts of
federal aid ,notebly Title I aid ,to districts with larger non-white
populations constitutes a distinct equalizing effect. Unfortunately,
the amounts of added aid, roughly averaging $20 to $30 more per pupil,
can have relatively little impact in comparison with the immense costs

involved in effective education for the disadvantaged.

The “rend $n Federal A1d
One important factor in understending the impact of revenue

is the pattern of ald over time and itseffects on educational policy.
When school districts are confident of steadily rising amounts of aid,
those aid programs are likely to beccme an integral part of the total
educational planning of sdministrators and school board members. How-
ever, where mid varies markedly from year to year, educational planners
are handicapped by uncertainty as they develop next year's acadenic
program, contract for facilities and equipment, and hire additionsal

| staff,

During the years covered by our study, federal aid reaching

school districts has differed from year to year and has followed no
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discernible pattern. While all the states and metropolitan areas

in the sample show increased per pupil aid for the four-year period,
in the last year of the period almost half the districts in metro-
pelitan areas reported an actusl decrease in ler pupil amounts cf
aid. An additional fourth of the areas maintained the same level

of aid, and only the remaining 30 percent showed an increase. Yearly
revenues reported by the major cities In New York State illustrate
the phenomenon {Table III-12).

Problems of Program Administration

To this point we have confined our éiscussion to an enalysirs
of the patterns of allocation of federal eid tc education. Subsequent
reports, some already In preparation, will exs.uine the decision-making
processes on federal ald to education In schocl districts, in state
education depsrtments, and in federal educational agencies. In this
report, however, we think it may be useful to make at least cursory
rention of some of the outstanding problems of program administration
that weaken the {mpact of programs of federal a!d to educaticn.

The cperation of Title 1 {s of particular interest because
{ts funds are allocated on the basis of & poverty formula, thus pro-
viding substential sssistance to central citlies and other communities
wvith greater than averaze need for educstional resources. The effect
of the leveling .or the rate of growth of federal educationsl ald is
seen in its effect on Title I. In the 1968-69 school year, "cutbacks
of $68 million combined with the growing costs of educstion resulted
in $400 million less for dissdvanteged pupile in the local schools

this year than was available in the first year of the program,”
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according to the Fourth Annual Report of the Natioral Advisory
Commission on the Education of Disadvanteged Children. In sddition,
the growth in the number of eligible pupils has made for 8 sharp
decline in funds available for each Title [ participant -« both
vecause of changes in the federsl eligibility formulas and because
many cities have experienced a marked increase in the number of
pupils from families recelving AFDC payments (which increases the
number of Title I eligitles). Testimony presented before the House
Education and Labor Committee showed that in MNew Yorkx State, Title 1
funds per poverty eligidle pupil had declined to little more than
half, from $365.64 to $200.10 in the first four years of Title I
operation {Table 11I-13).

Dilution of the tendency of aid to overcome educational dis-
advantage has occurred not only because of total funding levels but
alsc because of administrative procedures of many state and local
education agencles. Since the poverty factors which are employed
to sllocate funds to the county and district levels are not used in
determining the particular hildren who will benefit from Title I
programs (poor educational performance is the criteria), s=hool
officials have considerable leewsy in determinirng the particular
teneficliaries of federel funds. By failing to concentrate funds to
provide total educational effoert directed toward students mest in
need of compentatory education, many school systems have spread
Title I allucation thinly in order to include &s many students as

possible. The result s & superficial veneer ol fragmented prog-ame
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of new equipment rather than an integrated, high i{mpact intervention
to achieve ma)or educational change. In statistical terms this

may be seen in the average national expenditure for each pupil
participating in a Title I program last year: $95.00. With average
per pupll expenditure from all sources running et just under $700

per pupil nationally at the samé time, this level of Title T speunding
is highly unlikely to achlieve marked change in the quality of
education afferd»d the educationally disadvantaged.

There are other veasons wiy Title I of ESEA has failed tc
bring the degree of aid for urban elucation problems that was
originally expected. Because of the uncertainty and late avail-
ability of furds, a circumstance which has prevented educsators from
teing able to plan for Title I as they develop thelr Program months
in advance of the start of the srchool year,* ESEA money has largely
gone for a varlety of special anciilary programs and has not been
utilized to upgrade the central portion of the educational cur~
riculum presented to disadvantaged caildren. Thus while Title I
funds have been of importance to central city uchool districts end
have helped to offset the imbalance of financing descrided in
earlier sections of this paper, the effect hag not been even as
heipful as the gross figures might suggest.

In December or 1969 a report by the Washington Recearch

Project titled Title 1 of ESEA Is It Nelving Foor Children stirred

*For a full discussion of many of these prodlems, see
Stephen K. Balley and Edith X. Mosher ESEA: The Office of Educaticn
Adriristers a lav, byracuse University Frers, 1968, Chapters IV and V.

El{l‘C | 5¢)
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wide interest, The repori documented & series of instanc7 s in which
Title I funds were being used for purposes other than assisting dis-
advantaged children. The report included the following conclusions:
"We found that although Title I is not general aid to education bu%
categorical aid for chiidren from poor families who have educationsl
handicaps, funds appropriated under the Act arz being used for
general schcol purposes; to initlate system-wide programs; to tuy
books end supplies for all school children in the system; to pey
general overhead and operating expenses; tO reet new teacher con-
tracts which cull for higher salaries; to purchase all-purpose school
facilities; and to equip superintendents' offices with paneling,
wall-to-wall carpeting and color televisions.

"Though Title 1 funds are supplemeninl to regular money,
there are numerous cases where regular classroom teachers, teacher
aides, 1ibrarians, and janitors are paid sclely from Title I funds ...

"Title I funds &re not to supplant other Federal prugram
funds. But the extent %0 which Title I funds have been uszed to
feel educationally deprived children, to purchase )ibrary faciiities
ad books, to provide vocestional education for disadvantaged students,
raises serious questicns &a to whether Title I funas are being
used to supplant Nationel School Lunch, Child Nutrition Act, Title
I1 ESEA ar.d Vocational Education Act funds.

"Title I funds are not for the benefit of non-poverty
children, yet teaching personnel, equiprent, supplies, and materials
purchased with this money are found in some of the most affluent
schools where not & £i gle educationally dismdvantaged child s

enrolled.
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"and Title I funds sre not to equalize racially segre-
gated schools. Yet meny Southern school systems which have stead-
fastly refused to comply with the Censtituticnal mandate to
desegregate use Title I funds to make black schools equal to their
white counterparts. <“hese funds are vometimes yced to actually
frustrate desegregatior by providing black children benefits such
as free feod, medical care, shoes and clothes that are avallsble
to them only so long &t they remain in &n all-black school."l

Shortly after the publication of the report, Commis-
sioner James E. Allen appointed an Intrsgovernmental Task Force to
improve the functioning of Title I. Amoung the eariy products of
the Task Force was the "comparability requirement.” Issued in the
summer of 1970, it requires school districts to demonstrate that
Title I schools are the equal of non-Title I schools in teacher pupil
ratios snd fnstructicnal expenditures without and before the expend-
fture of Title I funds. While the effects of such & requirement would
be immense, problems of implementing 1% are also great, At preseat

it is far too early to Judge its effectiveness.

lA report by the Washington Research FroJect of the Southern
Center for Studies in Public Policy and the NAACP Legal Defense and
Educational Fund, lnec., Title I of FSEA Is It Helping Foor Children?
Decexber, 1969, pp. 57, 6.
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Gencivsion
This chapter has examin¢d the pettern of allocation of
federal 8id to education. The story in gc eral is grossly
disappointing. Rural areas receive far more 8id proportionately
than 1 etropolitan sreas, e'=n more than central cities. Many
individual sid programs give more help to rich districts than they
do to poorer ones. Fund flows over time ere 50 useven, both within
fiscal years and from year to year, that harried school planners
often erd up shunting federal aid funds to the least preasing,
least important of their scademic priorities. And problems of
program sdmin{stration further dilute the effect of redersl dollsrs.
Most notable of all, the magnitudes of 8'd are 80 small -- averagirg
from $22 to $50 per pupil in the five states Of the sample and from
3.3 percent to 10 percert of total revenues per pupil (Tedble I11I-14) —
that they must be found wanting when compared with the emormcus tasks
faced by, snd inadequate money avasilable for, public educstion.
That central cities ~- with their gocial, 2conomic, and fiscal problems -
should be aversging significantly and consistently less in per pupil
revenues then their less threaten:d guburbs {8 no less then 8
naticnal disgrace (Table III-h).
There are & few glimmers of light. Overall federal aid

yrovides proportiorately mwore afd to tlie fiscally threatene
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core cities than to their more favored environs.

Federal sid terds to go in greater proportions to districts with
lower than average incomes and higher than average proportions
of non-white students. These tendencles toward equity, however,
are far too little to overcome the tasic maldistridution of edu-
cational finances in this natlon.

It may be well, in conclusion, to remind gurselves of vhat
that maldistribution implies, for statistical correlations and
dollar mmounts have 8 way of hiding as much as they convey. The
real impact of inadequete and discriminstory funding levels is evi-
denced in high dropout rates, student perforrance below grade level,
difficulties in attracting and holding qualified teathers, and over-
crowded clesses held in aged and dilapidated school buildings. The
coets of these conditinns are varied and immense. They are reflected
in higher velfare, law enforcement, and Job training expenses of the
citles, in the flight of the middle class to the suburbs, and in the
buman tregedy and property destruction of urban unrest.

Remedying the problems on the educational agenda will not
be ensy. It will vequire the development and implementation of new
approaches ana srecial programs. Retraired and Letter trained teachers
will %e nreded. New class confjgurations and clinical techniques
may slso te called for. A varlicty of strstegles will be employed but
one facter will be coomon to sll: they will be costl}. Until tre
federal government assumes the respone!di ity for providing an ade-~

' quate and equitable pattern of aid to educstion, the crisis in American

education will continue.
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TABLE III-2

Revenue Received from Federal, State, and Local Sources
for Public Elementary mnd Secondary Schools
{by percentage)

Federal State Local
School Year Sources Sources Bources
1957-58 « + 4 v . . . . N ] ] 39.4% 56.6%
1959-60 + . v v w v w e e e e e . kb .1 56.5
1961-62 & v v v v .. . P T | 38.7 56.9
196366 ., . . . ... e e e e by %.3 56.4
1965-66 4 v v i v e e e e e e e e s 7.9 33.1 53.0
1966-6T o « « v v v o v v e e e e 7.9 39.1 53.0
1967-68 . .« . . . 0. . e e ... B0 3.3 52,7
196869 © . v i v e e e e s . T1.3 Lo. 7 52.0
1969=70 v v v v e v e e e e e e . T2 ko.g 51.8
1970-T o v v b o v v . v e e e. 6.9 k1.1 52.0

Source: Committee on Educational Pinance, Nstionsl Education Associstion
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TABLE III-3

Revenue Sources by Metropolitan
and Non-metropoliten Areas, 1967

% of £ of % of
Federal Total State Total Local Total Total

State Ald Revenue Aid _Revenue Aid Revenue Revenue
California

Metre $37 5.1% $272  37.3% $420  57.5% $730

Non~metro 54 8.b 237 37.0 350  5u4.6 158
New York

Metro 35 3.4 ueh  L47.3 sok  L9.3 1023

Non-metro 31 3.4 shz  58.7 350 37.9 923
Texas

Metro L2 8.8 207 L2 228 k7.8 L77

Non-metro 63 1.8 250  46.7 222 U.5 535
Michigan

Metro 18 2.7 26k 9.6 385 5T.7 667

Non-metro ksl k.8 305 b8.5 29% 46,7 629
Msssachusetts

Metro 39 5.9 126 19.0 498  75.1 663

Non-metro n.a. n.a, n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Q
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TABLE 11I-4

Federal Aid and Total Revenue
By Central City, Outside Central City, and Non-Metropolitan Areas, 1967

Fed. Total £ Fed.
State Ald Revenue Ald
Californis
Central City $29 $664 5.8%
Outside Central City L0 817 4.8
Non-Metro 54 6Ll 8.4
New York
Central City 68 8716 1.7
Outside Central City A 1037 3.0
Mon-Metro k)N 923 3.b
Texas
Central City 38 479 7.9
Outside Central City % u8s 7.4
Non-Metro 63 535 11.8
) Michigan
’ Central City 29 €83 L.2
Outside Central City 17 | 666 2.5
Non-Metro kY 629 L.8
Massachusetts
Central City 69 675 10.2
Outside Central City 38 79 4.8
. Non-Metro n.8. n.a. n.a,
i
:
¥
{
;
i
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TABLE III-5

Sumary of Revenue Sources for Schenectady and Niskayuna, New York, 1967

Total
Fed., Aid
Enroll- COther From All State Total
nt ESEA I Fed, Sources Aid Revenue
Scienectady 12,480 $ 28 $ 32 $ 60 $ ush $ 1069
¥iskeyuna 4,708 18 84 W71 1173
T "E I1I-6

Federml .. .venue by Prcgroms for Schenectady and Niskayuna, New York, 1967

Federa)l Progrem .. mnt
ESEA 1 $ 348,800
ESFA 1I 24,400
ESEA 1II

Total ESEA 373,200
NDFA III 19,600
NDEA V-A 5,500
Yocational Ei, 50,800
Public Law B7h 143,300
School Milk &

Lunch 27,500

Other Fedesml 129,100
Total Federal 749,000

Scurce:

Schenectady

Niskayuna

___Fer Pupil Amount Per Pupil
$ 27.9% $ 26,300 $ 5.58
1.95 35,100 7.ké
13L,500 28,57
29.90 195,90 41,61
1.57 21,700 L.60
¢. by 5,200 1.10
L,07 26,900 5,71
11.48 103,100 21.83
2.20 28,120 5,96
10,34 16,005 3.ko
60.01 396,805 84,30

The University of the State of New York.
Bureau of Educational Kesearch.

3¢

The State Fducation Department
Albany, Kew York.
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Central City Proportiors of State's Federal Ald
snd Enrollsent for 25 Largest Cities, 1967%
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TABLE I1I-7

Pederal
Ald

422,909
L, LT
3,235
5,019
L,375
34,763
6,115
9.357
h,928
16,27
h,175
7,098

82,932
6,543

1,88
4,870

19,151
8,13k

3,813
6.168
4,035
6,063
§,h86

3,725

City Pro- city Pro-
portion of porticn of
ESEA I State's Fed- State's Fed-
Enroll-  Elfgl- ESEA I eral Ald eral Ald (1n

Citlen zent bles Punds  (leas T4tie I} (6 malor programe) 2,000's)
Califoroia

Los Angeles 1k, €% 20.6% 20.0% 6.7% 11.7%

Can Francimco 2.5 4.5 P 1.0 2.3

San Diego 2.8 EBY 3.6 0.8 1,7
Colersdo

Denver 19.4 2.1 26.0 15.1 18.5
Georzina

Atlanta 10.5 6.9 5.7 8.7 1.0
Illinoim

Cnicago 26.5 50.8 53.% 2k.1 Lo.2
Loufsiaca

Kew Orleans 13.0 1.7 15.0 15.2 15.1
Maryland

Baltimore 243 50.8 k.7 a.6 8.3
Massachusetts

Boston 8.7 6.1 k.6 L.5 1%.6
Michigaa

Detroit 14.8 33.3 35.0 17.3 26.5
Minoesc'a

Miroespolls 8.5 12.6 n.2 1.0 11.1
Xispouri

§t. iowls 3.9 18.9 19.4 2.1 16.1
New York

Yev York 13.3 63.8 61,4 23.2 18.7

Buffalo 2.3 k.5 LT} 2.8 3.8
Ohis

Cleveland 8.2 1k.3 w7 €.6 10.3

Cincinnstl 3.8 8.5 8.6 .6 6.4
Pennsylven!=

Philsdelpbin 12.7 25.% N4 17.8 21.5%

Pittaburgh 1.6 6.9 6.6 12.1 9.1
Ternersee .

Mexphis k.7 9.3 9.3 5.2 1.6
Texss

Houston 10.9 5.2 5.1 b2 .7

Dallap 5.9 3.8 .7 2.4 3.1

San Antosto 5.3 s a3 5.6 by
Washington

Seattle 13.5 15.7 1h.8 13.5 13.9
Wisconsin

Milvaukee 13.3 18.% 7.8 13.2 154
Aversge 12.0 7 1B 104 w.Tt

(wvelghted)

Excluding [Amtrict of Columbia
PPENEA I, II. III, WDEA III, Vocstiona® Educaticn. PL BTk

$3¢)
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TABLE III-11

Dist “fcts with st Least 155 Non-vhite Students
By Incoce Quartiles

Total Average
Federal Ald Federal Ald
Districts by Income Category % Non-white of District of Quartite?
Moderately High
Greenburgh ($9700) 5% $13 3
New Rochelle ($8131) 16 51 By
Moderately Low
Freeport ($1,915) 17 L9 32
Herpstead {$7,455) €S 80 22
Mt. Vernon ($€,873; B 68 32
Copingue ($6,473) 27 33 32
Lov
Bellport ($6,231) 16 73 13
Central City
Kev York City (86,091} L0 78 n.s.
#Quartiles taken from Tadble Il1-9
o
D J



64

ne 293 SL €L 66 25 on 8961

74

2zt 69 w9 ™ ot 6L 6L L96Y
Fa¢ 95 of 6n [:4 6 v 9961
$¢ gn¢ Ss 9T ¢ S¢ LTy L¢ 4961
rojueruTg PSWOY-VIT (] esnowlly o3y 13%eay20y oTRj,ng W0 AN
Apw3datenag
Areqry

(T7dnd Jad aBwiaav)
£9-$96T “$2T3T0 TR1u=D 93935 NIoX AvH J0oj emwsPoxg DYV TSUDTIPONDA JofwW HOXJ santaaay

SI-III FI4VI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Q
E



65

*6961 "9 yaxey uo 41§ TY'H UC "DTQ ‘uolPuygees ‘2333 7wmod
JOQUT T8 UO{IWINPY PEMOH Y3 OF WIALIvuX] UOTISINPT 27WIS RJIOX Aag

‘vaq I FTILL SO JOIWUTPI00) NTTYIIWH PUTAL] £q pPajuanaud JusEIjUsS D eodnog

20L* 19¢ 002 8 £ne 000" T09*ETT 000°T19%6L2 6961
629°g9n Lnc L1 65" 000" GLL*STT 000" 922" $6T §961
ngs* som ne £6£ oL’ 000" T50° TTT 000" 140" 65T L1961
296° 662 9%$ 99 00°T 000°L99° 6018 090°199% 6018 9961

8TQIFITY Tvdng asd ssuwdxy 103084 UGTIWIO IV TRl dTeed Tua)
AMdanog Jo PaIRI-odd uILmy LI o FIRI—0dd aqu3s TR IWEI 7]
Jaquny TE3OL 2Bva 2y

699961 *33WIC WIOX A2 U3
gpund I IT3ILL VEASH JO UCTIRIOTTY 2yl Uo wing aayisredmo)

€T-III ITEVL

FE O N

-




66

. £99 976k T0S 9 8T 2T 54 6E =320 ORREWY
%59 [A 4 L 13 NN L e 2 TP
00§ P4 9ze g nee 00T 14 Fexar
n66 2 9 65 n*05 T0S n'E ng AI0; ARN
il ¢ oS oty $ £0°LE n9Z % %9°< on s oo YT

SNUsASH [VIOL anUaadd Te3id [337 3NUAIY TVI0L PTY W\UoAsy Tv3aLl IV ‘ped LT
o g w3y Jo g g Jo ¥ TeiaL

L96T *maIw3g AQ S@agmog anuaaay

NT-III ITEYL

o)

o

IC

E

Aruton p



67

APPENDIX A

A NOTE ON THE INFORMATIOR GAP IN EDUCATIONAL FINANCE

Cnhapter I noted eritical gaps in information rnecessary for

the formulation of educational finance policy. On some of the vital

questions underlying federel educational policy, e-£.s the level of

expenditures of inaividual schools, copparative data of even minimal

reliebility simply do aot exist. But, In regard to most of vhat we

peed to xnow, the reason for the "unavailability” of important infor-

zation may Le traced to two problems. First, data remain geattered

among and within major federal agencies like United States Office of

Education (USOE), the Office of Eronomic Opportunity (0EQ), the Advi-

pory Commission oa Intergovernmental Realiions {ACiR), snd the

Census Buresu, &8s well a8 among state and local elucation agencles

and the National Educatfon Associaticn. With current steffing patterns,

USOE cannot assemble and integrate materials frox thesc varied sources.

To §1lustrate: OBO has astailed informstion on Headstert

expeniitures, USOE does not; Ceosus and ACIR beve valusble lnforma-~

tSon Ob aspects of state and locel finances relevunt to the need and

! capacity for educational support, USOE does pot utilize it. Aggre~

gate data on federal expenditures for the pation snd for stales a2

s vhole are asvailsble, But they are not availsble, either by geparate

titles or in total, on & aistrict-by-district dasis, to say nothing

N gt N RN
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of separate schools within districts or of individuul students. Yet
to studv the impact of federa) ald to education, the researcher or
policy maker must have figures more detailed thar. stat:x-wide infor-
mation. At present, he must deeply involve himself in the uneven
and inconsistent record-keeping systems of the states themselves

to obtain these data.

A second major reason for the absence of useful informa-
tion is the lack of appropriate conceptual frameworks for exaulning
questions of educational firnance. The concept "federal aid to educa-
tion" is currently iuterpreted by the National Center for Educational
Statistics {USOE's major educetional sta istical bureau) to mean
essentially "programs administered by USOE,” Educational polfcy
makers, therefore, often receive only the most gross of financial
information related to programs like the Neighborhood Youth Corps,
Operation Headstart, the Job Corps, and Manpower Development and
Training.

Another problem of coaceplualization relates to the pen-
chant of schoolmen for isolating educational matters from all other
areas of governance. In the orld of the policy maker, however,
education is but one of an infinite mumber of claimants for publiec
support, and but one of a variety of gervices aimed at improving
the quality of American life, Educatfon, therefore, must be peen
in relatjon to other factors for effective policy making. For

example, financial need for state end federal aid in school districts

ERIC
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is related to the total packsge of sarvices recelving suprort from
local taxes; yet, collectors of educsa.ionsl data regularly ignore
questions of municipal overovurden.

The metropolitan context of the merket for educavional
services is widely recognized by sucial scientists and administrators,
Within metropolitan areas competiilve salary levels are set and
studerts compete for Jjobe after graduation, Ye" educational stat-
isticians neglect the importance of the concept of ihe SMSA as au
interrelated regional area, and continue instesd to generate county,
state, and national data., Anoiher factor impcrtant In establishing
naticnal policy is the social and economic nature of communities,
but again income, ethnic, tnd econcmic dsta are seldomr integratsd
with educationa: materlal.

These varied symptoms of statistical myopia ere reflected
in scue very tangidle ways., As ind :ndent local governments in
wost places in the nation, school districts frequently have bound-
aries that ere not coterminous with other governzental turisdictions.
Since most data on taxes, expenditures, income, popilation, and
ethnic composition mre collected by general goveinm:nts (municipali-
ties and counties), they are not applicable directly %o schaol

districts. This lack of coterminali:y has proved a real f{ncon-
venience to those seeking to examine education in relati.n to other
goverrmentsal acti{vities and to the larger society. Even so, such

{nconvenience has been cvercox: by many careful researchers vorking
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with census tracts and school district maps. With a less restricted
view of educational relevance, however, sucl, anachronisms long sgo
could have been eliminated by the nation's educaticn agency. It is
commendable that USOE has recently contracted with the “ensus Buresu
for 8 limited mapping of school district boundaries in relatior -2
general boundaries to overccme the colerminelity problem. That

USOE is Jjust now facing tris prodlem and with only & small cample

is testimony to how far we still must go to provide a data tase for
educational policy meking.

A start has now been made to breal out of the inadequate
procedures of data collection. Three years ago the National Center
for Educational Statistics (NCES) began its Elementary and Secondsry
General Information Survey (ELSEGIS). A stratified sample of 1,L00
school systems, later enlarged to 1,600, was directly surveyed to
provide national t_o‘.nls on revenues, expenditures, and atteandance.

The Belmont survey of the Bureau of Elementary and Second-
ary Education, and specifically its Consol{dated Program Informstion
Report (CPIR), will provide sdditional information by districts for
progranm evaluation purposes, and will focus on many variadles related
to federsl programs. That these sfforts in their current stage of
development can serve only imperfectly &3 & tool for analyting major
educational policy probleus, especially urban problems, is not the
point. Wi-t is important iz that these new sprroaches are underway,

and that they be supported, improved, and expanded.
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The immensely viluable report of the USOE Advisory Com-
mittee for Educationsl }inance Statistics (the Kelly Committze),
submitted to the U,S. Commissioner in March of 1970, cataiogues
USCE's inforwation shortcomings in systematic detmil. More imnortant,
it provides a ser‘es of proposals aimed at dramatically upgrading
USOE’s capablility to provide useful material for pational educational
72licy making. A summary of those proposals follows:

1. Organize USOE publications of school finance data
around analytical ‘cmmor denominators relevant to gsignificant public
policy issues in American education.

2. Combine USUE datae with local g»rverrmental date from
the ensus of Govermments.

3. Solicit propesals for studies comparing ELSEGIS data
with the 1370 census of population and houaing when those data are
avallable.

4. Fxpand FLSEGIS and other USOE survey ‘ata to include
federal programa not administered dy UROE.

5. Expend ELSEGIS sample to {nclude samples within all
SMSA's in which the largest 100 central citles are located.

: 6. Expand ELSEGIS (and Belmont Survey) sample to include
; all aistricts with more than, say, 5,000 pupils plus a random sample

of school districts under that figure.
T. Oollect dats at the {ndividusl school ard administrative

.

unit level on educational programs, stu. .t population, personnel,

e e e U
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‘

revenues, expenditures, and outputs for a random sample of schools
in big cities.

8. Collect and publish state data on (1} &an annual basis
and (2) by federal title as well as by federal act.

9. Develop mechanisms to coordinate USOE data c»ollezt<an
ectivities with those of other 8gencies of the federal governleut
that are in a position to provide USCE with useful data.

However, the recommendntions of the Kelly Committee are as
yet simply proposals, a blueprint for the future. For the present,
th. need of policr makers and the interested public for informatiom
on the financial impact of federal aid to education remains unvmet,
This report i{c intended t2 satisfy significant aspects of that need
by providing systematic baseline data on federal aid and the rela-
tionship of that aid to 8 series of important fiscal, economic, and
demcgraphic characteristics of local school districts. The report
is also intended to present analytical models that can assist policy
makers in evalusting current federal policies as weli as in design-
icg more effective progrsms. In keeping with these purposes, dats
are assembled which {lluminate the financial effects of federal aid
for local educatior agencles, with particular emphasis on those serv-
ing the cities and svburbs of metropolitan areas.

Our sample was comprised, as ve have seen, of 573 school
Aistricts selected oo A stratified-random basis from five representa~-
tive though afstinctive states: Californis, ¥ew York, Texas, Michigeaa

and Massachusetts. Researchers assigned to respective state cepitals

Be
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collected detailied financial data for each school district for the
fiscal years 1965 to 157U fnclusive. Vh'le central to the study,
this approach has two basic limitations. First, the sample data
cannot be related readily to the financial gate of overlying non-
school governments because of the coterminality probdlem alrzady dis-
cussed. Second, the samples contain only & limited number of the
nation's largest central city school systenms, systems which must

be studied because of their large share of total pupil enrollment
and, perhaps more importantly, because of all that we know about
their threatened situstion. 1In order to transcend these limitations,
we have expended our study to include mn analysis of school finances
and their relaticnship to other governmental expenditures in the
nation's 37 largest metropoliten areas. The data on which this
examination was based were obtained from published and unpublished
Census Bureau sources acquired through the cooperative efforts of
projJect researchers and personnel of ACIR.

The result of this combination of sources ia & picture of
the role of federal #id in the larger framework of local, state, and
federa) -ducational finance. On the one hand 1t is intensive ip its
focus ¢n particular states, school systems, and metro;olitan areas,
and on the other hand 1% is extensive in its consideration of regional
and national phenomena. Its analyses include comparisons of metro-
politen with non wetropoliten areas, and centrel cities with suburban
districts, and relationships vetween federal aid and income, racz,
property valuation, state aid, and locally-raised revernues. Data
were exsnined both statically and over time.

¥e hope these elezen.s of the study will contribute to

clesing the information gap in educaticnal finance.
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APPENDIX B

A NOTE ON MITHODOLOGY

This siudy of the patterns of federal aid allocation bas
been conducted using a five-state samPle (Californta, New York,
Michigan, Massachusetts, and Texas) cuntaining 573 school districts,
Tnis note will explais hew and why We chose that sample.

In constructing the sample for thie study, the basic
choice that had to de made wes between 8 nationally representative,
cross-gectionsl selection of school districts or & sample which vas
representative of individusl states, We decided upon the latter
because it wap more consistent with the major purposes of our
research. Foremost swwng those were (l) s concern with governmen-
tal units that decide aid allocations geing to school districts,
i.e., states, and (2) an intent to see federal aid in relstion to
distinctive state-local systems of educationel finsnce. 4n addition,
serious methodological prodlems plague attempts to create a single
natiogal sample of school districts: for example, nroperty
valuations 8re not equalized to take into account the differences
in essessment practices among states, and methods for counting
enrollments vary from state to state. As & result, we
have undertaXen our analysis vwith a ssmple compcsed of separate sub-

samples of sCbool districts in five ststes.

Selection of States

In selecting the five states to be studied, we sought a



group of states that would be broadly representative of the demicent
trends 1o educational finance, particularly of the trends which
affect metropolitan areas where more then two-thirds of the nation
currently reside. The states 1yom which our school sy:ztem sample
was drawn contain 31 percent of the nation's total population and
of its public school enrollment through grade 12, and 39 percent

of the country's metropolitan populaticn and of its metropclitan
public sehool enrcllments through grade }2. 1In short, with a
samPle selected from only five states we encompass & substantial
proportion of the mation's school population. Our selection was
based co more than their sizable population. Specifically our
criteris wvere: (1) reglon, (2) degree of urbas ism, (3) socisl

and economic characteristlcs, (k) arrangezents for financing elemen-

tary and secondary educetion, and (5) patterns ,f school district

< s

organization.
; Region
: The choice ur states provides substantial regional repre-
; sentativeness that includes the northeastern, north central, south-
’ ern, and western states, All the examined states are rithin a
‘ different census regional divisfon: Califoruis within the Pacific,
E New York the Middle Atlantic, Texas the Wes! South Central, Michigan
'; in the East Morth Central, and Massachusetta New England.

Degree of Urbanism
r Each of the states whose school systems we studied exceeds

LRIC B9
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the other members of their respective census regional divisions in

the proporticn of their population classified es metropolitan. This
skewing of the sample was adopted in order to provide a vehicle for
understanding the relationship between federal aid and the nation's
metropolitan trends. In selecting our semples within those states,
however, we did include sufficient districts ian g1l states except

Massachusetts to Permit us to make statements sbout the rural areas

as well.

Social and Economic Cheiucteristics

In regard to social and economic characteristics, the
five states of our study differ considerably with respect to one
another, but are representative of their respective regions.

Comparing the 1968 household incomes, we find that Texas,
wvith $8,618 falls below the national average of $9,592, while all
the others rank sbove. Michigan, with $10,899 is the most affluent;
folloved by New York, $10,662; Massachusetts, $10,545; and Califor-
nig $10,180. These averasge household incomes are significantly
closer than those of any other state to the average income within
their regional divisions.

The five states, though different in terms of household
{ncome,vary markedly in ierms of the proportion of their dlack
population. Massachusetts has 2.2 percent, California 5.6 percent,
New York 8.4 percent, Michigan 9.2 percent, Texas 10.5 percent.
These proportions deviate little from the spropriate regional

aivision averages, except in the case of Texas wirich has 8
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conglderably lower propertion of black population than do other
states {n its reglon. However, the inclusion of Texas permits us
to include urban school syrtems that contain large populations of
Chicano childrea. Concentrated in the southwest, these gchool
systems are among the poorest i{n the nation and therefore must
not bve ignored.

The sample states also differ widely in population density.
With 657 persons per square mile, Massachusetts ranks as one of the
three wost densely settled states ip the nation. Conversely, Texas
with only 36 persons per square mile rates as one of the mont sparsely
inhsbited. Population densities of the other three statss are New
York 351, Michigan 138, and California 100. As with other character-
{stics, the densities figures for the sample states are similar to

those of their respective regional divigions.

Arrangements for Financing Education

Cne Of the key elements {n understanding systems of
educational finance, is the relative distribution of revenue
responsibilities between the school district and the state govern~
ment. Nationally, local governmen's raise spproximately 52 percent
of all revenues, the states 4l perceat, and the federal government
spproximately T percent. Behind those national averages, hovever,
is a wvide range of diverse revenue responsibility. The states i
our study reflect that diversity. In regard to the percent of
reveoues rafsed by local Jurisdictions, Table III-1h {pp.66) shows

that the states in our ssaple 8ccurately reflect naticnal diversity,
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racging from Magsachusetts where 76 percent of revenues was raised
locally to Texas vhere LS perceut was locally raiged. Staie aid
ranged from & low of 19 percent of total revepues in Massachusettn
to 8 high of 50 percent in Kew York. In regard to federal aid,
the states in the 8suple ranged from 3.4 percent 1o 10 percent,
These ftetes except Texms fell below the nationAil average af better
thaa T percent. 1In dollar amounts, ocur states varied from being
among “he hlgbest in the nation to being somewhat below the average.
Agsain our states appeared highly representative of the other ststes
in their regional division.
Yariety in state support programs was also eviden..
Massachusetts, Michigan, and Wew York, possess eid progrems in
which at lenst 80 percent of all grants is apportioned ow an
,; equalizing basis, i.e. in inverse relation to the relative fiscal ability
of local school systems. In Texms slightly less than KO peroent
of total 3id iz estimated to be equalizing, and in Califorvia, a
flat grant state, it is only 33 perceat. fThese figures, of course,
4 not tegin to describe all the features and nuances of the varlous
state aid systems,; but they do give some {dea of the strong differ-

enced vhich exist.

Schoel District Organizaticn

There is considerable variety in our sample yith regard to
the patterns of school 4lstrict organiration. All our states except
Michigan possess some depeadent school sysiems, and in Massachusetts,
as in the other Nev Engleud states, virtually erery school systea is

& subdt .pion of B town-vide general purpose government.

ERIC # &5
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California introduces & distinctive pattern. Entire
school systems can be comprised of elemcntary grades or secondary
grades or voth. This arrangement complicates problems of studying
educational finance, since there are considerable cost differentials
in education of elementsry and secondary school pupils. compar-
isons between districts with different grade levels of educational
responsibilities must obviously be avoided.

In New York, Michigan, and Texas, & more typical pattern
of school district organization exists. Common to them, as weil
a3 to the other states in the sample, a geographic pattera of district
organization insures that there will be extensive sucial, economic,
and fiscal disparities among districts in metropolitan areas.
Effectively gerrymandered bouvndaries in all states pesmit privileged
communities like Great Neck, Bloomfield Hills, and Alamo Meights
to spend large sums on children with few educational problems vhile
neighdvoring districts sre adble to spend relatively small amounts

. on students with fundamental impediments to learning.

Selection of School Districts

The process for selecting the distzicts within our sample
was based upon the techniQues «f sample selection used in the USQE
: Elementary and Secondary General Information Survey. (Like the
ELSEGIS sample, ours was chosen on & stratified, variadle proportion

random selection basis from the 1966-1967 Education Directory of

the U, 8, Department of Health, Education and Welfsre.) The firat
step {n constructing the sample vas to establish for each ~f the

five states the number ¢f school systems falling within the following
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size cohorts: (1) 25,000 mnd over; (2) 10,000 - 24,999; (3) 5,000~
9,999; (4) 2,500 - 4,999 and (5) 300 - 2.199. School systems with
less than 300 enrclled students were excluded entirely because
they are loceted predominantly in twe or three rural midvestern
states.

The second step in establishing the representative cross
section vas to decide upon the proportion of school systems to be
selected randomly from each errollment cohort. The ratio settled
upon vas 85 follows: 1 to 1 for all school rystems with 25,000 and
over; 1 to 1 for all school systems with 10,000 to 24,999; 1 to 2.5
for all school systems 5,000 to 9,999; 1 to 4.5 for all school
systems with 2,500 to 4,999 and 1 to 17.5 for 2ll school systems with
30C - 2,500 pupil population. These proportions were increased
considerably from those used in the ELSEGIF proJect in order to
give emphssis to the large school systems generally found in major
metropolitan communities.

To select the districts for each cohort, & téble of random
digits was employed and the sppropriste number of sample systems
wvas selected. The result of this process was to give us a high
proportion of school districts within metropolitan areas: 85 percent
{n California, 72 percent in Magsachusetts, T1 percent in Nev York,
65 percent in Michigan, 58 percent in Texas. In terms of the pumber
of school syetems, the sample contains 15 percent of the total in
Californis, 14 percent in Massachusetts, 13 percent in Nev York,

10 percent in Michigan, and 9 percent in Texss. Because of its

metropolitan school system orientation, hovever, this sample

9
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Tepresents 71 percent of the fall 1966 enrollment ir California,
62 percent in Texss, 60 percent in New York, 52 percent in Michigan,

and 45 percent in Massachusetts.

~ollection of Data

Fiscal data was collected for each of the sample districts.
Fesearch assistants spent from three to six weeks in state capitals
examining & variety of official sources that reported schoo) district
revenues and expenditures. In several cases ve obtained copies of
the state's own ccmputer tape. In others date were copied from
officia) publications. More than fifty categories of financial
data vere obtained for the 1565-1968 fiscal years (see Exhibit B-1).

Bocial and economic data vere later assembled for each
district. Since such data are collected on the basis of general
government Jurisdiction and census tracts, developing accurate
data for school adistricts required that researchers overcome problems
of noncoterminality by comparing school district maps with census
tracts wvhere possidle and by mssigning social and fiscal data to
8chool districts on the tasis of standardized assignment formulss
where tracted maps were not aveilsble. A list of the social, economic,
and fiscal variables follows.

The data for the five states in our study will be made
available in two forms to Tesearchers, public officials, and others
intecested in educational finance: {1) a 200 page atatistical
workbook containing summary comparative tatles and (2) computer
tapes for each of the five states. Only a minimal charge will te
nade. Please direct requests to Federal A!d ProJect, Policy Institute,

723 University Avenue, Syrscuse, Kew York.
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Phase I Fiscal Data Collection Iastrument

The following data Las been collected on each of the school dis‘ricts {n
the project sample for the 1965, 1956, 1967 ana 1963 fiscal ye-ra.
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Social and Economic Dats Available for All
School Listricts in the Study

1260 nonworker-worker ratio¥

1960 percentage of median family income under $3000%
1960 percentage of median family f{ncome over $10,000%
1960 percentage of population non-white®

1960 median family income®

1965 pupile per square mile of school district#*

1965 state equalized full valuation per pupilee

State equalized tax rate expressed {n millg®®

1967 percente,2 non-white high school enrollments®es

. Source: Bureau of the Census

% Source: (Computed from appropriate state sources

#%% Source: National Center for Educational Statistics,
Directory
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